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To the Worthy Gentlemen 
The MINISTERS, nd ELDERS of the 


ConsisToRyY, Aflembled at Charenton, 


- 


Gentlemen, and my moſt Honored Brethren, 


HE deſign of the Book which I here offer you, being 
chiefly to invalidate thoſe pretended proofs of Perpe- 
b tuity, wherewith men would ler up ſuch new Opinions 
as alcer the purity of the Chriſtian Faith touching the Holy Eucha- 
riſt, Fhave therefore reaſon to believethar this preſent Treatiſe 
will not prove unacceptable to you ;' for altho the Religion we 
profeſs, needs not the hands of men'to ſupport ir, no more than. 
heretofore the Ark of the Jſraelites; yet' have we caule to praiſe 
God, when we ſee that Reproach, of departing trom che Ancient 
Faith, may be juſtly retorted upon them, who charge us with it. 
Ye will find here in this Diſcourſe a faithful and plain repreſen- 
ration of things, ſuch as they are in truth, in oppoſition to every 
thing which the Wir of Man; andche-fruicfulneſs of Human In. 
vention have been able to bring! forth: to-dazle mens Eyes and 
corrupt their Judgments: As ſoon as ever Þ had read the Wri- 
tings of theſe Gentlemen whom l an (wer, the firſt thought that 
came into my. mind was that of Solomon , That God made man E:0eC7, 24. 
upright , but he had ſought out- many inventions. And indeed, ' 
what is plainer than the Supper of our Lord, 'as he himſelf has 
inſticuted ir, and his Apoſtles have delivered ittous ; and what 
can be more prepoſterous than to ſearch for what we ought to 
believe touching this Sacrament, amongſt the various Opinions 
of thele lacer Ages and different Inclinations of men ; andeſpe- | 
cially amongſt them,who are art fartheſt diſtance from us: Theſe _ . : 
remote ways do of themſelves fill us with doubts and ſulpicions, 
and the bare propoſal of them muſt needs diſguſt us, and make 
us draw conſequences, little advantageous to the DoCtrins which - 
thele Gentlemen would Authorize. Yer I have nor refuled to : 
joyn iſſue with them on their own Principles, as far as the truth 
will permic me; and if chey would read this Anſwer with a 
free unprejudiced mind , I am certain that they themlelves will 
acknowledg the contrary xo what they have endeavoured to 
perluade others. 
[ here offer you then Gentlemen, and my moſt Honored Bre. 
thren, this laſt frujr of my Labor : firlt, tor your own Edihicati- 
on, and ſecondly, for a pubtick ceſtimony ot my Reſpect and 
pl ; acknovy- 


2 


—— 
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acknowledgments: All that I do, or have done, is juſtly due to 
you, nor only upon the account of the Right which ye have over 
me and my Labors, but likewiſe becauſe it is partly from your 
good Examples that I have taken , and do ſtill every day draw 
the motives which ſtrengthen me in the ways of God and in the 
love of his Truth. Ic is in your Holy Sociery that I learn the Arr 
of ſerving the common Maſter of both Angels and Men, accord- 
ing-cothe purity of that Worſhip , which he hath preſcribed us, 
and at the Jame time, how to work out my own Salvation as 
well as that of others, And indeed what is it, that a man cannot 
learn in an Aſſembly , wherein all hearts and minds do unani- 
moufly concur in the practice of Piery and Charity , which cgn- 
fiſts of perſons who have no other aim,but (oto order their Con- 
verſations, as todraw down thereby the Bleflings of Heaven up- 
on themſelves and the people whom God hath committed co 
. their Charge, and render themſelves worthy of the protection of 
\ our greatand Invincible Monarch. This Work would have been 
bliſhed ſooner, had it not been for three great Lofles we have 
tuffered by the Death of Mr. Drelincourt, Mr. Daille, and Moras ; 
three names worthy to be had in everlaſting Remembrance. 
Theſe perlons have left us ſo ſuddenly one ater another,that we 


have ſcarcely had time to bewail each of 'em as much as we de- 


fired : The loſs of the firſt of theſe extremely afflifted us; the 
loſs of the ſecond overwhelmed us with Sorrow ; and the Death 
of the laſt ſtupified us with Heavinel(s.God having taken to him- 
ſelf theſe three famous Divines , it was impoſlible but this work 


ſhould be retarded. Burt being now art length able to, Publiſh ir, 


I therefore entreat you Gentlemen, to ſuffer me to Dedicate it to 
you,that it may appear in the World honored with your Names. 
May the Father of Lights, from whom deſcendeth eyery good 
and perfect Gift, enrich you more with his Graces, and ——_ 
your Holy Aſſembly , and the Flock - committed to your care : 
Theſe are the ardent Prayers of your moſt Humble and Obe- 
dient Servant and Brother in Chriſt Jeſus, 


CLAUDE. 


THE 


l hah I o 
i 


THE 
PREFACE. 


TIHE Diſpute which the firſt Treatiſe of the Perpetuiry 
the Faith bath occafion'd on this Subjef of the Euchariſt, 
| bas made ſuch a noiſe in the world , ſince My. Arnaud's laſt 
Book, that I have no need togive an account of the motives which eng 
me in this third Reply. Beſades , it is evident to every one, that t 
Cauſe which 1 defend, and which I cannot forſake without betraying my 
Truſt and Conſcience, obliges me neceſſarily to ſtate clearly matters of 
Fa, and maintain or refute thoſe Dotirins which are debated between 
Mr. Arnaud and me. 


AND yet whatſoever juſtice and neceſſity there may be for publiſhing 

this Work, 1 am afraid ſome perſons will be diſpleaſed , ſeeing ſo much 
written on the' ſame Subjeft ; for this is the faxth Book ſince the firſt 
Treatiſe of the Perpetuity bas been _ » befades two others of 
Father Nouet's and mine. And theſe Trafts which at firſt were but 
ſmall, have ſince inſenſibly grown into great Volumes. Net for all this, 
we have not ſeen what Mr. Arnaud , or his Friends are obhig'd to pro- 
duce as to the firſt ſix Centuries, of which without doubt much may be 
ſaid on both ſides. 


 TF any complain of thu prolixity, 1 confeſs it will not be altogether 
. Þithout cauſe. For altho the Controverſie of the Euchariſt # one of the 
moſt important , that us between the Church of Rome and the Prote- 
. Rants, and which deſerves therefore to be carefully examin'd , yet ſince 
it may be treated, with greater brevity, even this conſideration of its im- 
portance, #s a good reaſon for ſhunning all tedious Digreſſons , which 
tire the Readers mind , and divert it from attending to ſo neceſſary a 
truth. But it would be very unreaſonable to charge me with this trkſome 
length of our Debates, fince none can be juſtly blamed, but thoſe who 
have firſt made this Labyrinth, and then plunged themſelves ito it, to 
the end they might forcibly draw others after them. For as to my owit 
part, I have ever proteſted, that Ientred not into it , but in condeſcenti- 
on only to follow them ; and that 1 might endeavour to draw them out of 
it, and bring 'em into the right way. 


> » 
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I T b certain that for ending of this (ontroverſie , we muſt have 
recourſe only to the Holy Scriptares; by which we may examin the nature 
of the Sacrament, which our Saviour inſtituted, and the end which he hath 
appointed it for, the force of the Expreſſions which he hath made ufe of, 
the manner after which be himſelf did Celebrate i,the circumſtances which 
accompanied this Celebration, the —_— which his Words and his AGti- 
ons may be thought to make on the minds of his Apoſtles, who were eye- 
witneſſes of what they have delivered to us, and the agreement which this - 
Sacrament ought to have with the other parts of the Chriſtian Religion ; 
and in a word every thing which is wont to be conſider 'd, when men make 
an exatt ſearch after truth. This way without doubt wonld be the ſhort- 
eſt and certaineſt, or to ſþeak better, the only certain method for ſatufa- 
ftion, and that which can only quiet the Conſcience : For the Sacraments 
of the Chriſtian Religion, being as they are, of an immediate Divine 
Iiſtitution, our Faith, our Hope, and our obſervance of them, ought to 
be grounded immediately on the Word of God , there being no Creature 
who is able to extend them beyond the bounds of the Heavenly Revela- 
fon. | 


IT were indeed to be deſired, that the Anthor of the _—_ ty and 
Mr. Arnaud bad taken this courſe ; but ſeeing they have been pleaſed 
to take another, and enquire after the Faith of the. Ancient Church , be. 
fore the riſe of theſe ( ontroverſies , they ought at leaſt to have ſpared 
their Readers the trouble of all fruitleſs and unprofitable Digrtſſrons : 
for ſo T call whatſoever they have done hitherto ; eſpecially in Mr. Ar- 
naud's laſt Volume. He hath engaged himſelf to give us another , where. 
in he promiſeth to enquire into the belief of the ſix firſt Ages, which plainly 
ſhews, that he himſelf confeſſes the neceſſity of ſuch a Diſquiſition. Where. 
fore then bath be not at firſt taken this courſe, ſeeing that at length he muſt 
come to it * What neceſſity is there of taking up imaginary ſuppoſitions 
concerning the diſtin#t belief of the Preſence, or rather Real Abſence ; 
and of the conformity of the Greeks and other Eaſtern Chriſtians 
with the Roman Church, in the Doftrin of Tranſubſtantiation? 


WE have ſeen within a ſhort time three different methods of haud- 
ling this SubjeFt, that of Father Maimbourg's, that of Father Nouer's, 
and that of Mr. Arnaud. The firſt ſeems to put a ſtop to all farther 
enquiry, by this reaſon, that what hath been once eſtabliſhed, ought not to 
be called in queſtion; and on this Principle be juſtifies the Doftrin of the 
Real Preſence and Tranſubſtantiation, which having been decided by 
Councils, ought not again to be brought under examination. The ſecond 
conſents to a Review, and to this end allows 5 to ſearch for the true 

-Dodrin 
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Dorin of the Church in the Scriptures, and among ſt the Fathers from 
Age to Age. The laſt permits What hath been already decided to be called. 
in queſtion, but withal, propoſeth for finding out the true Doftrm of the 
Church, that men ought alſo to hearken to ſuch arguments as are grounded 
on certain maxims which it ſuppoſeth. 


0 F theſe three methods, that of Father Nouets is certainly the moſt 
reaſonable and eafie ; and had be contented himſelf with the holy Scri- 
pture, without entangling himſelf in the Writings of the Fathers ; which 
be bimſelf hath compared to a Wood, where ſuch as are purſued ds ſave 
themſelves : on this account his method bad. been commendable. That of 
Father Maimbourg is unjuſt, becauſe be ſets up the deciſions of (oun- 
cils againſt us , not remembring that nothing can be preſcribed againſt 
Truth ; efþecially when Salvation is concerned ; and that the determina- 
tions of (ouncils are not conſiderable any farther with us , than they are 
agreeable with the-holy Scripture, and the Principles of Chriſtian Religi- 
on ; there cannot therefore, be any more reaſonable or effeftual way to end 
theſe particular Differences which divide us, than to examin ſtriftly and 
impartially whether this agreeableneſs which we plead for, be neceſſary or 
no. Tet it muſt be granted, that this method of Father Maimbourg's 
is far more dire, and better contriv'd than that of Ar. Arnaud's. For 
beſides, that it is more agreeable to the Doftrin and intereſt of the Ro- 
man Church; taking for its Principles the Authority of the Eccleſtaſti- 
cal deciſions, -which the other doth not, it engageth not a man as the other 
doth into iew Diſputes and new dangers : yet. both of them avoid a thro 
ſearch into the bottom of the Controverſie. Now that which oppoſeth the 
udgment of the Councils can only involve us in that Debate which concerns 
the Authority of the Repreſentative Church End its Aſſemblies ; whereas 
the other makes ſuppoſitions which we affirm to be falſe, and of which we 
pretend, there cannot any good uſe. be made , even tho we were not able to 
ſhew the falſity of them; and by this means it entangles us into new and 
long Controverſies, whereby they gain nothing, but rather run a greater 
riſque of loſing the whole (auſe which they defend , ſo that it ſeems this 
new way Was, invented for no other end but to give us new adyantages 
againſt the Church of Rome and its Dottrins. 


AND this will evidently appear, if we take but the pains to read this 
ork. For firſt we ſhall ſeein general the uſeleſneſs of the ſuppoſitions 
and reaſonings of the Author of the Perpetuity and of Mr. Arnaud, 
and in particular the unprofitableneſs of their ſuppoſitions touching the 
Greeks and other Churches, which are called Schilmaticks. This is 
the Subjett of the firſt and ſecond Book. In the firſt I ſhow that the 

method of theſe Gentlemen can be of no effe&t in reſpet$ of us , and that 
| we 
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bes are not it | reafel abig'd 0 bear, br anſwer them , whilft they lay Fry 


the holy vr pt which is the only Rule of 61r Faith ; and yet leave 


jk A d the proof s of fatt, taken = teſtimony of the Fathers 3 
by which we are perſuaded that there [et ber mail a change in the Ro- 


man Church. the ſecond I make it appear that tho it were gran- 


' ted that the Greeks and other Chriſtians of the Eaſt do agree with the 


Roman Church in the Doftrins of the Real Preſence and Tranſub- 
ſtantiarion , et the conſequences which theſe Gentlemen would draw 
thence will be of ro force, for it will not hence follow that theſe Dottrins 
have been always received by the ( briſtian Church, which is the chief db 


fight of Mr: Arnaud” Book. 


IN the ferotid place T difeover the falſity of this ſuppoſition*,- that 
the true Greek Church, and other Eaſtern Chriſtians do believe Tran- 


| ſubſtantiation, and Adore the Sacranient after the ſame manner as the 


Church of Rome does. The contrary of this will appear ſo plainly, 


and Mr. Arnaud*s Profs fo ſolidly anſwered, that a man would won- 


dey to fee with what confidence he treats of this matter, im which be be- 
trays fo great ignorance and overſight. Kdere alfo bis 'bretended proofs 
touching the Greeks, from the 7th. tothe 1 1th. and touching the La- 
tins is the Fth. and 8th. Centuries are fully confuted , together with the 
conſequences which be bath blindly drawn from thence of the conſent of all 
Chrittian Chnrebes in the Doftrins of the Real Preſence and Tran- 
fubſtantiation, This is the Snbjef# of the 3d. 4th. and 5ch. Book. 
The third proves by many and clear i that the Greeks do not 
believe Tranſubſtantiation , nor adore the Sacrament with the adora- 
tion of Lattia, as the Church of Rome doth, and moreover ſhews par- 
ticularly what their DoBrins are, wherein they ary ee with the Larins and 
with #us, and wherein they differ. In the ons T anſwer all ir. Ar- 
_ $ Noh covering their weakneſs, and make it appear , that 
part of what be offers does neceſſarily conclude againſt him. 


ff the afiniy the matter, I examin at the fame time his 
RETLESTH Greeh Auhers, of the yds. 8ch. gels 


FG Centuries, In my } Book 1 paſs over to the oher Chari 


ſtians, which are called Schifmaticks, Moſcovites, Armenians, 
Neſtorians, Jacobites, Coptics, Echio ians , and ſhow they do 
not beheve TrenſubRantiation nor the Real e, with the Latins. 


| Fromthence 1 come to the Latins in the 7th. and 8h, Centuries, and 


examine Mir. Atnaud's $th. Book, after which I confider bs 1 _— 
Book, which concerns the conſequences dy awn from the conſent of the 
Churches, which he pretends to have proved; and I make #t appear that 
they are but Paralogifms and _ 


IN 
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IN the third place I lay open the falſity of Ar. Arnaud's ſecond 
ſuppoſition, touching the diſtin#t belief of the Real Preſence , aud re- 
fute bis ſixth Book. - Afterwards in refuting the ninth Book , I ſhow 
the abſurdity of his conjeftnres about the impoſſibility of 'a change , and 
demonſtrate that "tis not only poſſible, but might eaſily happen. Laſtly, 
the innovation of Paſchafius # as evidently prov'd as a thing of that 
nature can be, This uthe ſubjeft of my ſixth Book. 


N OW from all theſe diſcourſes it wilt evidently appear what T have 
already obſerv'd, That this new way hath not been laid open, but 
for to give us new advantages againſt the ( burch of Rome. 


1 ſpeak not of the intention of theſe Gentlemen , for they have decla- 
red themſelves plainly enough againſt us, to leave no place for us to ſu- 
Jpe them of any colluſion. And the laſt Book of Hr. Arnaud hath 
provided againſt all ſuch ſuſpicions ſomething more perhaps than ts rea- 
ſonable, But I ſpeak of the ſucceſs their method hath had, Which hath 
been quite contrary to their intention. . As for example , it hath given 
me occaſion to prove, that the Greeks did not believe Tranſubſtantia- 
tion, nor the Real Preſence , which the Church: of Rome taught, 
when they condemned Berengarius, neither in the preceding nor follow- 
ing. Ages : That whatſoever efforts the Latins baye made fince the 
1 1th. Age to this preſent, to procwe the reception of theſe Doltrins in 
Greece, yet the true Greek. Church hath not embraced them : Neither 
do the Armenians and other Schilmaticks believe them any more than 
the Greeks. 


N OW who ſeeth not that the firſt and moſt natural conſequences 
which can be drawn from thence is, That theſe Doftrins are new ; for 
. if they were eſtabliſh'd at firſt together with the Chriſtian Religion, they 
would have appeared in thoſe Churches, and been retain'd among them af- 
ter their ſeparation from the Latins, and that they do not appear , is a 
manifeſt ſign of their novelty. This conſequence is not like that of 
Mr. Arnaud, his and mine are not only contrary in the matter , but 
they are likewiſe very different in form ; for mine is juſt and diref, 
whereas his is neither juſt nor true. For ſuppoſe the Greeks and other 
Eaſtern Chriſtians ſhould at this day believe Tranſubſtantiation, 
nay ſuppoſe they ſhould have believed it, ſome Ages ſince , what advan- 
tage can Mr. Arnaud make of this, ſeeing be bath been ſhewed ſeveral 
ways by which it might be introduced into their Churches * But if it be. 
true that they held it not neither in the 11th , nor in the following Ape, 
as I have invincibly prov'd , then it cannot be imagin'd bow it ſhould diſ- 
appear, 


4 ale; NESS 


WA x S EBECCATT o 
7-44 1 SN ah 13 $6 —_——— 

, a C PRION) 
"n -— —— TS IDES 


; 


The" Preface. 


appear, nor bow the Latins who have for ſeveral Ages ſince, overſpread 

theſe Countreys with their Emillaries , would have ſuffered ſuch a Do- 
frin to be loſt amongſt them, which it was ſo much their intereſt to pre- 
ſerve. Moreover, this ſame method bath furniſh'd me with an occaſion 
to overthrow the pretended impollibilities of a change ; and to make 
appear on the contrary the facility thereof. Now ſuppoſe we could not 
anſwer the Arguments of the Author of the Perpetuity and Mr. Ar- 
naud, this would be but little advantage to their cauſe : - for ſtill our 
proofs of the matter of fact , would remain unanſwer'd , without the 
examination of which, the queſtion of the Perpetuity of the Doftrins 
in Controverſie cannot be decided. Whereas theſe having made it appear 
that their pretended impoſſubilities are mere Chimera's , and, that this 


change might eaſily happen, this is a great inducement to believe our ac- 
count of it 1s really true, 


IT #* then certain that theſe Gentlemen could not make a worſe choice 


for the intereſt of the Church of Rome than of ſuch a way , in which 
nothing of advantage to their Church can be expected , but ſhe us thereby 


expoſed to great fears and dangers ; and that the cauſe which they have 


oppoſed is more beholding to them, than that which they have taken upon 
them to defend. Had it not been for them, perhaps we ſhould not have 
much troubled our ſelves either with diſcovering the real belief of the 
Greek Church, or that of the Armenians , or with the diſplaying the 
myſtery of their Seminaries and Miſſions , neither ſhould we have 


concern'd our ſelves in ſhewing how the change could be wrought , and 
bow it was made. 


AND having now: given an account of the ſeveral parts of this 
work, and of the preſent ſtate of this Controverſie as to the matter of it, 


it is likewiſe fit to ſay ſomething of the manner in which I have bandled 
it, One of my greateſt cares bath been religiouſly to keep to truth ani 


ſincerity. For I am very ſenſible , that prejudice , partiality , love of 


| vain.glory, andeven fometimes a ſecret deſire of revenging a man's ſelf 


on his Adverſary, are paſſions which do commonly obtrude themſelves on 
us in Diſputes, and which never fail to corrupt the mind ; I have there- 


fore endeavoured to the utmoſt, not only to keep theſe from me, but like- 


wiſe to watch againſt their ſuſprizes. And for this purpoſe I can ajſirm 
T have laboured as m the ſight of God, not propuſing to my felf any 
other aim than hus glory and truth ; always remembring that 1 write not 
a line of which I muſt not one day give him an account. T have not 


warp d from that ſincerity and. uprightneſs which an honeſt man ought to 


obſerve on theſe occaſions. I have not taken Mr. Arnaud's words in 4 
wrong ſenſe, nor charged him with ſaying what indeed he [aith not, nor 


| \ - ; | ſtrained 
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. ſtrained bis expreſſions beyond their natural ſignification. No man can 
reproach me for making falſe citations , or maiming any paſſages , by 
ſuppreſſing that which us important ; neither have 1 alledged them abu- 
ſively and contrary to the intention of their Authors. I hope there is no 
unfair dealings, either in my Arguments, or Anſwers , in my Suppoſiti- - 
ons, or my other Diſcourſes. - 1 have followed. Reaſon and Nature as 
much as I could, and have not made uſe of Philoſophy , but to 
ſtrengthen the ordinary notions of common ſenſe, and not to ſtifle or 
hinder their effetts. | 


T hope likewiſe that T ſhall not be complain'd of as having not obſer- 
ved, either in general towards the ( burch of Rome, or.m particular, - 
towards Mr. Arnaud, all that moderation which might be reaſonably ex. 
pefted from me. T havenoted the Errors and Sophiſms of Mr. Ar- 
naud, which T have found very. numerous , in every Subje&t on which 
be bath treated, . eſpecially concerning the Greek Church. I was not 4 
little troubled to jee with what ſincerity be alledged ſeveral paſſages, 
whereof ſome are not faithfully tranſlated ; and others ſo imperfett(y, 
that he hath ſuppreſſed whole Clauſes, which would clear -up the difficulty, 
.and others which are palpably perverted , contrary to the ſenſe of thei 
Authors. _ I could not but reſent his unhandſome dealing , when he diſ- 
joynted from the ſeries of a diſcourſe , ſeveral of my words , to make 
them look of a quite contrary Jenſe than what was intended ; or faſtned 
on them ſtrange chimerical ſenſes , that he might have ſome matter of 
triumph, or groundleſly flandered. ſome famous men, or endeavoured to 
decry by violent and odious terms our morals , which cannot but be holy 
and pure, ſeeing we have no others, but what are taken from the Law 
and the Go5pel. In fine, when he employs his declamatory ſtile, to dazle 
the eyes of the world, and to miſ-repreſent the truth, 1 have diſcovered 
ſeveral of his contradifions, and how much his opinions are mfluenc'd by 
his intereſt ; ſeveral fallacious ſuppoſitions which he would have intro- 
cuc'd into thu Diſpute, and ſome vam and ill-grounded accuſations with 
which be hath charged me ; are clearly laid open ; and ſome faults of his 
in Hiſtory and Grammar I have but lightly touched "upon. In ſhort, 1 
have ſet before him what I believe be ought to have ſaid on theſe occaſions, 
and others of the like kind ;, and do moreover bere proteſt that T ſhould 
have wholly ſpared him in the moſt part of theſe matters, had the intereſt 
of the cauſe which I take upon me to defend permitted me ſo to do. But 
what 1 have ſaid to bim has been without ſharpneſs and paſſion, and even 
with as little complaining as may be againſt bis ftarch'd Prefaces, and im- 
perious tartneſs, which appears throughout his- whole Book , wherem 1 
every where meet with the roughterms of Enthufiafm, Extravagancy, 
ſenſleſs Propoſitions, and other ſuch like expreſſions. I confeſs for 
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theſe injurious terms were n0b at all pleaſing to me, and preſently I won. 
dred that My. Arnaud ſhould uſe a ſtile jo little becommg his profeſſe- 
on : - but at length being accuſtom'd to it, T paſ#'d over it, and have com- 


forted my ſelf by the motives of Chriſtian patience. There are very 


deſerving perſons, even of his own Communion, whom be bas handled no 
better than my ſelf ; and after all, it ſuffices me to know that 1 have not 
ven. juſt cauſe for ſo great animoſity and bitterneſs , as T do believe 
ome have already acknowledg'd, and which 1 believe Mr. Arnaud him- 
felf will acknowledg, when be has read my laſt Chapter, in which 1 ai- 
ſwer bis 1 1th. Book, which concerns our pretended perſonal differences. 


AS to exaFtneſs, I believe 1 have kept as much to it as can be deſi- 
red, in ſuch an Anſwer as this. Indeed I have not followed blindfold 
Mr. Arnaud, when he ſtrayed from hu own ſubjef, as be has done in 
the laſt Chapters of his firſt Book; where he treats of Epiſcopacy , of 
Praying for the Dead, th' Invocation of Saints, the Worſhip of 
Relicks, and the Prohibition of certain Meats. 


F 0 R ſeeing the matter in hand only concerns the Euchariſt, it would 
have been contrary to ſenſe, and a groſs abuſe to the Readers patience, 
to engage in theſe Controverſies, oneach of which there might be written 
whole Volumes : not to ſay farther that I bave endeavoured to avoid that 
prolixity which Mr. Arnaud ſeems on the contrary to have affetied. But 
according to prudence and diſcretion , T have omitted nothmg conſider- 
able in Mr. Arnaud's Book, which relates to our preſent Controverſie 
unanſwer d, except the two Diſſertations of_ the Coke on John Scor, 
and en Bertram, to which there is a diſtin&t Anſwer preparing. It can- 
not be ſaid that Mr. Arnaud and his friends bave done the like by me, 
for to ſpeak ingeniouſly and freely, 1s there any thing leſs exa&t or more 


| Careleſs than their large work , conſidering it as a Refutation of my an- 


f'wer tothe Perpetuiry, of which they bave ſcarcely handled the tenth 
part 2 They have taken here and there ſome one of my paſſages ſeparated 
from the ſequel of my diſcourſe, and the greateſt part of them turn'd into 


another ſenſe, bereupon they have travelled from Eaſt to Welt. And 
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this they call the Perpetuity of the Faith defended , againſt the 
Book of the Sieur (laude, Miniſter of (harenton. But ſeeing 1 
have followed the ſecond Treatife of the Perpetuity, and even accom- 
modated my ſelf to its method , ought not then the Author in defending it 
againſt my Book to follow me a little more cloſely > And when he was 
oblig'd to write a ſecond Volume, as to what re5þefts the firſt ſix Ages, 
certainly be ought to bave conſidered the reſt with ſome care. Ir. Ar- 
naud's excuſe s vain and frivolous which be alledgeth for the length of 
this work. For to make it ſhort be needed only to have inſs/ted on mat- . 


(ers 


a” 


U_—  _ _— — 


The Preface. 


a—_—_—__——— 
: _—_ 


. tersefſential, avoiding fruitleſs digreſſons and retrenching injurious in- 

_ It is likewiſe a vain Acker bis, that in follwing my. tan. 
cies, as be is pleaſed to 5þeak, the tonnexion of his Principles with their 
conſequences, remain hid and obſcured. For What elſe does be intend by 
this, but to preſerve theſe colours and appearances Which canitot other- 
wiſe ſubfiſt * Wherefore ſhould he call that method which the Aithor 
of the Perperuity hath himſelf begun, and which. 1 bave bat follow'd ; 
Wherefore I [ay ſhould he term this my fancies ? Wherefore" ſhould be at 
leaſt ſuppreſs ſeveral thugs which I propoſed iti order to the diſcovery of 
the falſity of theſe pretended Principles and their conſequences , and 
where fore muſt this negleft have the Title of the Perpetuity defended ? 
For my part,” who de not believe my ſelf bound to follow this example , 1 
have examin'd whatſoever I found. of importance m Mr. Arnaud , be 
it never ſo difficult. If 1 have _ his method i ſore places , it 
hath been to lay down a better, more ſhort and natural, as when 1joyned 
his 7th. Book, which treateth of Greek Authors from the 7th... Age to 
the 11th. to the general Diſpute touching the Greek Church , to avoid 
doing twice the ſame thing : or when 1 referred bis ſixth Book touching 
the diſtin(Þ belief of the Preſence, or Real Abſence , to the queſtion of 
the impoſſibility of a change, becauſe that in effe& this diſtint# be- 
lief was not invented but for this purpoſe , or when I remitted what he 
ſaid of Paſchaſius and the Authors of the gth. Age, in the ſecond part 
. _ of his 8ch. Book, to the account of the Innovation, becauſe this was its 
proper place. But even in this I have not at all weakened Mr. Arnaud's 
proofs, nor the leſs exatily examin'd his Book. 


AS to what further remains, the Authers which I have made uſe of 
cannot be ſuſpe&ed by Mr. Arnaud, ſeeing they are for the moſt part, 
either Greeks, or perſons of the Roman Communion , or Authors of 
former Ages, which neither one nor other of 'em have written with any 
foreſight of our debate. I have alledged but very few Proteſtants, and 
they ſuch of whoſe ſincerity there is no reaſon to doubt. My. Arnaud 
and his friends have not done'the ſame , who have cited in this Contro= 
verſie, Afts and Atteſtations, fentby the Emiflaries , ſuch as the Afts 
of a Synod of Cyprus, the Profeſſion of Faith of ſix Prieſts belong. 
wg to the Patriarchate of Antioch, and fuch like particulars. in the 
1 2th. Book, of the Writings of the Greeks, Armenians , or Neſto- 
rians latinis'd, gs of Manuel Calecas, of John Pluſiadene , of 
Adam Neſtorian, andof Hacciadour, an Armenian Patriarchnow 
reſident at Rome , the teſtimonies of the Scholars of the Seminary of 
Rome, as of Payſius, Ligardius, of Abraham Ecchellenlis, and 
of Leo Allatius, &c. They have likewiſe frequently made uſe of bin 
that has lately continued Baronius , named OJoricus Raynaldus & 
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Prieſt of the Oratory at Rome ; but if any would know of what autho- 
tity this Author is, he may be inform'd by this deſcription :\ He is a man 
of little wit, of: no judgment, 'no fincericy, no credit, who takes 
tmatcers upon truſt with an unſuffterable boldnels , and. delivers 
the moſt unjuſtifiable pretenſions of the Court of Rome with the 
ſatne confidence as if they were Articles of Faith\, who ciceth 
Authors known to be the-moſt partial and paſſionate of all 
others, 'as Poygins, Blondins, Turrecremata, and tuch like, asun- 
reprovable witneſſes, and by following whole Teſtimonies, we 
ſhall be obliged'to condemn the beſt of men, even choſe whom 
God hath own'd by Miracles,who for want of proofs, makes uſe 
of unjuſt clamours and outragious declamartions , 1inbecoming 
an Hiſtorian, who ought never to be led by paſſion. And in 
ſhort,” ſuch'a man than whom there was never any lels fic, for ſo 
important a work, as is an Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory. Ad this is 
the" true 'CharaFter of - this Author. Who would imagin that perſons 
who believe what 1 now rehearſed, and who deſire the whole world to be 
of the ſame judgnient with them, ſhould make uſe of him, in adiſþute ſo 
important as this , and take from him the greateſt part of their Relati- 
ons. © And yet theſe are the Gentlemen who quote him at prefent with ſo 
great confidence, after theythemſelves have repreſented him in the man- 
ner 7 -mention'd. . It was either My. Arnaud , or ſome 'of his 
the 18th. Fyiends, who under the name of ſeveral Divines have taken the pains 


Tome of the 25: publiſh their Animadverſions on this Hiſtory after a diligent peruſal of 


eliaſtical .. 


Annals of it. aWhereupon may we not juſtly apply to them that of- $, Auftin'to Fatt- 


Rodoriccs ftus, Who is there that having decried a witnels as falſe and cor- 
#9". rupted,” will ever again produce his teſtimony? If we believe 
Fauftdib.32. him, and believe him not according to your fancy, .it is not 
.16. him whomwebelieve, but you. And if we muſt needs belicye 
you, whar need is there of your producing other witneſſes, We 
ſhall fee what theſe Gentlemen will do benceforward , for ſhould they 
take the ſame courſe agam 'as they have taken already in this occaſion, 
ſhould they pretend to quote no other Authors but what are decried , falſe 
Greeks, Scholars of the Seminaries , | ferfons won tothe intereſts of 
Rome, 'or Proſelytes of its DoFrin, and remitted to its Sea, this would 
| be as meh as to fay that therr Authority would have a greater ſhare mn 
this Controverfie than Reaſon, and perhaps they might be let alone to talk 
to themſelves , it being very unreaſonable that a man. ſhould be continu 
ally employed in combating Phantaſms, and fighting with Shadows. Foy 
to maintain faithfully and: folidly 'the Hypotheſis of the Anthor of the 
Perpetuity, This was moſt neceſſary to be proy'd, That the Real Pre- 
fence and Tranſubſtantiation were eftabliſh'd and commonly held in 
all Chriſtian Churches , when Berengarius his Diſþntations were on 
| | foot 
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foot, for which end a thouſand atteſtations of perſons now living would be 


of no uſe. Theſe atteſtations may ſerve to ſhew that the care which hath 
been ſo long taken, and which is ſtill continued to introduce inſenſibly the 
Dottrins f the Roman Church into other Churches, by the ways which I 
have obſerved in my ſecond Book , and e5þecially by their Miſſrons and 
Seminaries bath not been altogether fruitleſs. But this is the greateſt 
abſurdity of all, to conclude fron thence that the Doftrins in diſpute were 
every where eſtabliſhed in Berengarius's time,or that they were perpetual. 
There ts _ to hope that the worl{ will not ſuffer it ſelf ſo eaſily to be 
cheated, and what hath here been done will ſufficiently manifeſt the Truth. 


WE live not now in the times 'of ignorance and darkneſs wherein 
mens credulity is eaſily abuſed. Our Age ts an enlightned one , and its no- 
' © tices are clear and penetrant, and we: ſhould ſoon ſee the downfal of ſe. 
veral ancient Errors, were they not ſupported by the affinity which they 
have with mens temporal intereſts. God will break off this alliance when it 
' ſhall {cem good ibis fight, but it is our duty to keep firm in his truth and 
prefer the honor we receive from it, above all the adyantages of the earth, 
and beſeech hm that he would reconcile thoſe to it by bis Grace , who are 
far from it, that all of us may have but one heart to fear him, and one 
and the ſame mouth to glorifie him. 
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Mr. ArnaudsBook | 


INTIT? L E D, 


The Perpetuiry of the Faith of the Cabolick Church; 
- ; touching the Enchariſt, defended. 


Mt... 


BOO K L 
OO is treated of the Method which the Author 
_of the Perpetuity hath followed. | | 
EH ATA . 


The I have; reaſonto take for granted, as Thave done, the Proofs of Mr. 
| Aubertint;' againſt the Book of the e Perperniy, & till MM Arnaud 
bath”: ſhewed them: to. be. bivalids 4 21!" 2280 5] 


F r= the PNER which NOTE WIFE Me. 46 
', newd's whole Book, doth in Saagn perforade ma me-that his 


A... are _ juſt; ra ag <1 _—_— of chem, with: 
out. minding. the {! | which accompanies ' 

>. they are not,” the Intereſt of my:Cauſe.requires I ſhould endeavour to Ma- 

inifeſt the Injuſtice of them by a modeſt and+Chriftian, 


AND: this Method.lintend to uſe,. not only. in the EOF FE IVY 
in all the following parts of this Work, which I dedicate to the diſcovery of 
Truth, ;and the advancement of Gods Glory, who isthe Author and Father 


of Lights; and: of Truth. 


IT is certain, faith Mr. Arnaud, in a the beginning of his Book, that T0 
vided My. Clande may be granted the Priviledge, which he immediately lays 
we * hold on, of. inventing,..and ſuppoſing, what he liſts, he takes a very fure 

** way to conclude from thence what he 7 I only oy that while ho 


LY 


T be Author of the Perpetuiry's ; Book I. 


« fancies he has this peculiar Liberty, he yet ſtill buſies himſelf in writing 
« Books: For he canabſolutely determine all our Differences with a great 
&« deal leſs trouble. For he has no more to do but only immediately to ſup- 
© poſe that the Reaſon is on his {ide,and that the Catholicks are in the wrong, 
* and ſo the whole Controverſie will be at an end, andrhus may he ſazishe 
© himſelf with writing half a Page inſtead of an entire Anſwer, for it decid- 
* eth the whole ; *Tis but fuppoſing that Mr; Aubertin's Book hath gotten the 
« Viftory over the Romiſh Schools, and that he has manifeſted to all the 
* World, the Change the Roman Church hath made;; That the Proofs are 
* clear, ſtrong, and numerous, which make the Change ſenſibly apparent, 
* and that he hath not been oppoſed with any other than falſe and imaginary 
_ « Reaſonings : What need is there then of apy other reply, and to what pur- 
* pole does Mr. Claude take upon him all this Trouble? Calviniſm hath now 
* wor the Day, and Catholick Religion is utterly Routed. os 


T HE right of oppoſing to the reaſonings of the Author of the Perpetnity, 
the Proofs 6f the matters of FaQ contained in Mr. Aubertiz's Book, and to 
ipeak our Thoughts concerning it, is not ſo marvelous, nor ſuch an extraor- 
dinary deſign that Mr. Arzand ſhould need raiſe ſuch a Conteſt about it. "This 
Author having undertaken to make us confeſs, if we are not deſperately ob- 
ſtinate, that the Belief of the Roman Church, touching the Fuchariſt, is-the 
{ame with that ,of all Antiquity, and having made uſe of no other reaſonings 
for this purpoſe, but thoſe which are taken from the moral Impoſlibility of 
this Change which we believe hath hap'ned ; Common Senſe convinces us 
that he is bound to examine the Proofs of Matters of Fatt on which the Opi- 
nion, he would root out of our Minds, is eſtabliſhed, for till then all his Ar- 
guings Will be to no. purpoſe. Neither can we juſtly be deried the Liberty 
of meggioning theſe Proofs according to our real Thoughts. . For ſeeing we 
offer them againft the Author of the Perpertity, only asa prejudication which 
hinders us from heark'ning to his Arguments,it is therefore very requiſite we 
{ſhould ſpeak our Thoughts about them, to the end that if this Author continues 
in the deſign of bringing us to an acknowledgment of what he pretends, he 
eſpecially take care to remove, as much as in him lies, thoſe things which 


render all his other Endeavours ineffeQual. 


I do notat all donbt if mens-Minds were free'from Prejudice, . but jt would 
be granted that Mr. Aubertin's Book doth perfeQly decide the Controverſie 
touching the Euchariſt. It being a complete Piece, in which this matter is 
ſearched to the bottom: He hath anſwered thoſe who have treated onthis 
Subject before his time, and yet his Book has layn even to this preſent unan- 
ſwer'd, which is a ſufficient Reaſon to preſume he hath gotten the better,and 
that his Proofs, let Mr. Arnaud ſay what he will, are plainly evident and nu- 
meTous oras much as it is needful for the ending of a Difference, and 

mg Commcetion, to ſuppoſe Principles granted by both Parties, and 
leeing the Church of Rome doth neither agree in the Proofs nor in the 
Change, here in Queſtion; Tdo thereupon freely confeſs the Controverſie 
Tyes ſtill open in this reſpe&; and that in general we cannot ftop any mans 
mouth by the ſimple ſuppoſition of the Strength and Solidity of that Book, 
_ every Man 1s at liberty, and hath Right ( it he pleaſes) to examine and 
anſwer it, | 


BU T had not Mr. Arnaud ſuppreſſed a great part of what I wrot on this 
Subject, as well in my firſt as ſecond Anſwer, it would immediately appear, 
| i 


Cuae. 1. Method Confraered. 


T have bin ſo far from making ſuch a claim as that wherewith he chargeth 
me, that I have every where expreſly maintained the contrary. 


SEEING that Mr. Aubertin has made it appear,by expreſs Paſſages taken out 
of the Fathers (theſeare the Words in my hrſt Anſwer.) 7hat Tranſubſtan- 
tiation was unknown to the antient Church, we may then well conclude there hat 
hap'ned a Change, eſpecially conſidering that this ſame Tranſubſtantiation was not 
heard of till the 11th. Century ; Now conſidering this, for « Man to Philoſo- 
phize on the impoſſibility thereof, is to give himſelf a great deal of Trouble to no 
purpoſe. If there yet remain'd any thing farther to be done, it would be to ſhew 
that the Paſſages produced by -Mr. Aubertin are gre be or aft gged imper- 
tinently againſt Tranſubſtantiation : but topaſs by theſe matters of Proof,which 
are clear, expreſs and concluſrve, to adhere to 1 know not what kind of pre- 
rended impoſſibility, this is to trifle with the matter in hand, 


OBSERVE here again what I ſaid in my ſecond Anſwer. had reaſon tg 
hope that the Author, treating my Abridgment in the reſpetts and relations which 


pw” x wi of its Reaſons oblige him to, ſhould have applyed himſelf unto one of 


thele two things. 


EITHER to make it appear that Mr. Aubertin's Proofs, on which we have 
relyed, are falſe, and of no force, or that the Conſequence, which is pretended to be 
dr awn from them, is untrue; That is to ſay, it do's not follow a thing is poſſible; 
altho it be made apparent that this very thing has att nally hap*ned. 


WHEN Aa man makes Suppoſitions of this kind, how abſurd is it to ſay, 
ſuch a one puts himſelf in Poſſeſſion of any Priviledge, or ulurps that mar- 
velous Right , of terminating Differences, or deciding Controverſies by 
groundleſs Suppoſitions? For I not only give this Author of the Perpetuiry 


the liberty of oppoſing Mr. bertin's Proofs, and toſhew, if he can, the 
falſify of them, bur I conjure him ſo to do, being engaged thereunto by 
the conſideration of his own Reputation, and the neceſſity of this Courſe to - 
end the Controverſie. Now if this may be ſtiked by Mr. A4-2a4d the decid- 
ing of a Difference, Iam certain that in the ſtyle of a more impartial Judge, 
this would be called, a diſengaging of the Debate out of an endleſs turning, 
to bring it back toa neceſſary Diſcuſſion on which dependeth the deciſion of 
our Controverſie: Mr. Arnaud therefore unjuſtly chargeth me with intend- 
ing to decide the Queſtion, and terminate the Difference, by x (imple Sup- 
poſition, and *tis through want of-Sincerity he has ſuppreſſed thoſe Paſſages 
in my Anſwer, which plainly evidence my real Delign. Bur beſides theſe 
two Defaults which immediately offer themſelves to be obſerved in his Pro- 
ceedings, I muſt ingeniouſly declare that *tis very hard for me to compre-' 
hend what he would have meto do. He ſeems to defire meto prove that 
the Proofs: of Mr. Aubertin's Book are clear, ſtrong and numerous, before 
we ſuppoſe them to be ſuch. Bat pray what means proving of Proofs ? 
How can a man otherwife prove them than in producing them,and engaging 
to defend them when they ſhall be attacked ? Now this hath bin done,they 
have bin. produced, 1n referring to a Book which is eafily met with, 
there has bin an Abridgment made thereof, they have bin fer forth with 
fome Enlargments; The Author of the Perpetuity hath bin requeſted to 
thew the inſufficichcy or falfity of them. What can Mr. Arnaud deſire 
more? Would he have Mr. Aubertin's Book reprinted at the Head of mine, 
togerher with a Commentary on the Solidity of his Proofs ? But yer till 

B 2 perhaps 


7 be Author of the Perpetuiry's Book I. 


haps he would not grant us the Liberty to ſpeak advantageoully of it, we 
muſt __ proved the Solidity of the firſt Commentary by a ſecond, and 
that of the ſecond by a third, and ſo heap up Commentary upon Commen- 
tary till Dooms-Day. For he that would have us prove the Proots of Mr. 
Anbertin's Book may, by the ſame reaſon, require us likewiſe toprove the 
| folidity of our Commentaries, and having ſet no bounds to his Demands, 
*tis probable he would have extended them: farther. Theſe are the firſt 
Fruits of Mr. Ar»aud's frollickſom Philoſophy, the next time when he lights 
not into ſo pleaſant a Humor, we ſhall have others, but perhaps not ſuch di- 
verting ones. But be it as it will, there is (Iamfſure) a great deal of diſor- 
der in this proceeding; for the {trength of a Proof is with good Reaſon ſup- 
poſed by that Perſon whooffers it, till it hath received a ſatisfaftory Anſwer, 
'and fo likewiſe the ſolidity of an Anſwer is taken for granted by him who 
makes it, till ſuch time as it ſhall be oppoſed by a good Reply. And cer- 
' tainly ſuch a man would appear Ridiculous, who would offer to put a ſtop 
to a Diſpute, and exempt humſelt from replying thereunto, by ſaying, prove 
« to me the ſolidity of your Anſwer. If a Proof be not good, it belongs to him 
whoanſwereth it, to ſhew its DefeQts, andif an Anſwer be imperrinent, it 
lies upon the Opponent to diſcover the abſurdity thereof. For till then e- 
very man is at liberty to ſpeak his Thoughts. 


ALTHO thisis not a proper Place to treat on the different Ulſe which 
may be made of Suppoſitions in a Controverlie, yet will I not forbear ro 
ſpeak ſomewhat thereon to diſcover more plainly Mr. 4rzaua's Miſtakes, 


THE Suppoſitions then commonly made ule of, are of two farts, ſome 
of them tend abſolutely to decide a Difference, others ſerve only to re- 
gulate uy. 


WHEN a man makes a Suppoſition tg decide abſolutely a Difference, 
there ought to be ſuppoſed no other things but thoſe which are acknowledged 
and granted to be true by the Adverſaries themſelves, for theſe Suppoſitions 
are as common and inviolable Prejudications which ought to ſerve as a Law 
to dire& the Judgment in the whole Controverſie. 


BUT when we make Suppolitions only to regulate the form of a Con- 
troverſie, and hinder men from caſting themſelves into fruitleſs Conteſts, it 
ſufficeth the things ſuppoſed be eſteemed true by them who ſuppoſe them, 
others remaining till in the liberty of judging and oppoſing them, if they 
think fit. So that after this manner each Party ſuppoſeth his Senti- 
ment true, and termeth it his Hypotheſis, that is to ſay his Suppoſition z and 
if a man ſuppoſed it not true, he would not maintain it. We ſuppoſe like- 
wile at the ſame time the Sentiment of the contrary Party falſe, for if we 

ſuppoſed it not falſe, we ſhould not reje& it. And this is the true ſtate of a 
Controverſie.That every man be permitted to ſuppoſe he hath truth on his 
ſide,and aQt, or defend himſelf on this Suppoſition, yet allowing others the li- 
berty to ſuppoſe the contrary z And this 1s not that which decideth a Debate, - 
but that which forms it; For by this means there is given to the Controver- 

Heits juſt Bounds, and a man avoids wand'rings, in running after needleſs 
things; both parties have a juſt Equality allotted them, and fo far as this, a 

- Perlon cannet be required' toſhew his Proof for what he ſuppoſeth, provi- 
ed he fully and unfcignedly declares his Opinion. | 


G Et | IN 


© 


Cans, [. Ty Method Conſidered. 


IN the following Parts of a Controverſie, thexe ought to be @ diftintion 
made between that Perſon who oppoſeth a thing, and he who anſwereth or 
defendeth it. The firſt of theſe deſigns fo to order it that his Adverſary 
ſhall be obliged to change his Opinion, abd therefore he ought not ro pro-. 
pole any thing which he makes not good by Proofs ; but he has likewife 
Right ( as I ſaid juſt now to ſuppole his Proofs good, rill ſuch tirae as the 
contrary party has made ſome An{wer. . And it would be very abſurd to 
affirm ſuch a one deſigns to end the Difference by his Suppofitions, or is 
obliged to prove his Proofs are,good, ſeeing he grants every one the Liber- 
ty to anfwer them, and in ett if there appears no Anfiver, the Dif- 
ference is decided. | 


NOW as to him who anſwereth a matte?, having upon this account no 
other aim but that of rendering ineffeCrual the Attempr of his Adverſary, 
he has always the Right to ſuppoſe his Opinion true without provingir, 
being only obliged to anſwer the Proofs which are brought againſt him, and 
diſcover either the falſiry or inſufficiency of them. A mancannot perhaps 
fall into a greater irregularity, than to conſtrain him that Anſwereth, (and 
who has no more to do than to refure the Arguments alledged againſt 
him,) to make Arguments himſelf, and to pretend that he hath no right 
to propoſe his Anſwers taken from the Opinions themſelves which he defend- 
eth, if he hath not before this proved his Opinion. Either hawho oppoſgth 
muſt m_ apparent the falſity of the fuppoled Opinion, orelfe he muſt yield 
it to be true. 


T know that in a publick Diſpute, mannaged by writing, it commonly 
happens, that the ſame Perſon oppoſeth another and defendeth himfelf, pro- 
pounds and anſwers, atcording as the occaſion and matter requireth, but we 
are notwithſtanding obliged to diſtinguiſh theſe two Qualities, of Azereſſor 
and Reſpondent, and preſerve toecach his Right apart ; for it would be a 
very diſorderly marter to expe& a man ſhould dothat when he anſwereth, 
which he is not obliged to do but when he oppoſeth,or ro expe@ he ſhould do 
that when he oppoſeth, which he 1s not obliged to do bur in anſwering. It 
ſometimes happens that an Adverſary makes an Exchange, and whereas he 
is obliged to anſwer direQly to the Proofs of the contrary Party, or to op- 
poſe others againſt him of the like Nature and Force, he ſhifts them and 
falls into a Diſcourſe to no purpoſe, and all this while the contrary Proofs 
he ſhould have anſwered, remain firm. In ſuch an occaſion we have Pow- 
er to reduce ſuch a one from his affefted Wand'rings, by ſuppoſing the 
Proofs he has left unanſwered, ſtrong and fallid.' For in fuch a caſe they 
are not ſuppoſed good and firm, but only to oblige him to anſwer them, ant 
ſhew their weakneſs or falſity, and if he anfwereth them not, we may 
reckon as to him the Queſtion in effe&t is decided, becauſe when a man hath 
nothing to fay againſt the Method of proceeding, and that the forementi- 
oned Proofs have bin propoſed according, to the exa& Rules of Diſputation, 
a man muſt then either acquieſce in them or anſwer them, and to do neither 
of theſe is mere wrangling. 


- NOW to apply theſe Maxims to the matter 1n hand, and to judge of 
Mr. Arnaud's Cenſure, we need but conſider firſt, That when I ſuppoſed 
Mr. Aubertin's Proofsto be firm and. good, 1did not thereby propoſe to my 
telf an abſolute end of the Queſtion touching the Change which hath hap- 
ned in the Church of Rowe, by this ſimple Suppoſition , but only to regulate - 

the 
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the Debate, and reduce vit within thoſe Bounds wherein ir ought to be. 
Seeondly,' that inſuppoſing them good, I have only delivered my Opinion 

. which Itake 'upon me to maintain againſt the Author of the Perperutty, 
without depriving him of the Liberty of defending the contrary. Thirdly, 
that I have ſuppoſed them'to roger proving them ſo, becauſe we 
ever ſuppoſe Proofs ſufficiently firm, till ſuch time as ſomething art leaſt is 
obje&ed againſt'them, and hitherto Mr. Aubertiz's Book has layn unanſive- 
red. Fourthly, that I made uſe of them as a means whereby to reſift the 
Author of the Perpetuity's attempt, and when a man only defends himſelf 
in.a Diſpute, he is not obliged to prove any thing. Fifthly and laftly, I did 
not offer then but only as Prejudices at his Opinion, which ought neceſſa- 
rily to be removed out of our Minds, before the Arguments of the Perperus- 
ty be offered us; for as much as theſe Prejudices make the Author's Reaſo- 
nings ineffeQuual and improper to that deſign of making us acknowledg there 
hath bin introduced no Change into the Romany Church. From whence it 
follows, that I may not only ſuppoſe theſe Proofs are clear, firm, and nume- 
rous, ſeeing that *tis under this Notion we have entertained theſe Prejudices; 
but morever ſuppoſe them without proving them, and Ido fo, to the end I 
may oblige the Author of that 7reatiſe ro ſhew us ( if he can) that they do 
not amount to what we 1magine. 


I'N ſhort 1& he would obtain his end, he muſt ſhew us that our Prejudice 
ought not to hinder. us from hearkning to whar he hath farther to offer us, 
(which is to fay, ) ſuppoſing our Proofs to be moſt firm and evident, yet 
ought they not to avert our Minds from conſidering his moral ConjeCtures; ) 
or ſhew us that our Prejudices have no grounds, and that our Proofs are 
neither plain nor ſufficient. The firſt of theſe is abſurd, the ſecondis what 
we deſire him to'take in hand. But inſtead of this Mr. 4r»avd has bethought 


himſelf, and requires us to prove the validity of our Proofs. 


+IF ourProofs, being ſuppoſed good, are in effe& the Calviniſts Yittory, 
and the Romaniſts Defeat, as Mr. Arnaud himſelf granteth, we have rea- 
ſon to admire he ſhould think he hath overthrown them, by five or ſix Zines 
ſtuffed with Raillery. | | 


"HATH he bin more concerned at the calling of the Reaſonings of the 
Perpetaity, imaginary Conjectures, than at the glorious Yidtory over the Romijh 
Church which hath bin attributed to Mr. Aubertiz's Book, and this Innova- 
tion brought in by the Church of Rome, which is apparent to all the World? 
— Doth hemore- value the Reputation he thinks he hath gotten by writing a 
{mall 7reatiſe, than the ſettlement of the Carho/ick Church? and ought he, 
for the intereſt of a particular work, to have rifled both #aft and 7eft, whilſt 
Mr. de Vence 12 the mean time the Cazholick Church periſheth before his eyes, lying pro- 
 #n bis Appro- ſtrate at the Feet of Yiitorions Calviniſme. I will grant my Suppolition 
cr reſ{ides but in my own Imagination, and in theirs of the ſame Communion, 
yet certainly this a man would think, ſhould be ſufficient to ſtir up the Zeal, 
of a Perſon whom the 'Son of God hath given to the Church to be a Teacher of 
Truth, and who hath bin. enlightned by his Grace, and filled with his Spirit, 
03 purpoſe to _ axd vindicate Truth from the Subtilties, and falſe Gloſſes 
of Frroy, 'asſpeaketh one of his Approbationers. 


T HIS Ithink ſhould be ſufficient to make him prefer the Reputation 
of his whole Church before that of a ſingle Author, of whoſe name the 
greateſt 

} 
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greateſt part of the World is ſtill ignorang. And moreover, as hath bin 
already aid; this Prejudice under which we labour, whether true or tale, 
makes a diſtinRion berween the intereſt of this Treatiſe, and thoſe of the 
Romiſh Church, for it puts a ſtop to all the pretenſions of the Author, and 
bereaves him of all the Conqueſts he promiſed himſelf. For to, regain the 
Author of the Perpernity's Reputation, will be to no purpoſe, ſeeing that 
Calviniſme will not give over celebrating, Aubertiy's ViEtories, and ſtand firm 
to his Proofs. The Confutation of ubertin's Book would be to give ſuch a 
mighty ſtroak, as would ever ſtop, the Mouth of Calviniſm, and at the 
ſametime, raiſe up the Glory of the Catholick Church out. of the Duſt. 
There ought to have bin no. waverings between theſe rwo Parties, :and yet 
Mr. Arnaud, this Door who hath bin given tothe Church furnithed with 
ſuch Gifts, betakes himſelf ro the writing of a Treatiſe, and ſends the 
Churchaway till another time, 


. 'I' N ſhart, to finiſh the juſtification of my yet unproved Suppoſition, I need 
bur propoſe the Example of a mani who, ta ſhew me the ViQtorys which the 
Treatiſe of the Perpetuity. hath obtained againſt us, 1t we have any Reaſon 
left us, ſuppaſeth without proving it, that the Proofs gf this Book are 
plain and folid. Tf I ſhould apply ro him Mr. .4rzaud's Maxims, and tell 
him that provided he may have the Liberty which he immediately makes uſe of, 
inventing and ſuppoſing what he pleaſeth, be is in a ſure way to conclude thence 
what he will, that theſe kind of diſcourſes founded on unproved Suppoſitions, are 
#ot wholy judicioas, and that they fhew he knoweth not how to diſtinguiſh 
between the things which he is not permitted to aſſert till he hath proved them, 
and thoſe which may be juſtly ſuppoſed without being. proved. 


IF this man reply to me, he has only made this Suppolition to oblige Mr. 
Claude to acknowledg he hath no other means left to. defend himſelf, bur 
by ſhewing ( if he can) the Reaſonings of this Treatiſe are'not juſt ; May L 
not then juſtly retort upon him, that Ionly ſuppoſe Mr. Aubertiz's Proofs 
are plain and firm, that I may thereby force the Author.of the Perperuity to 
conteſs he hath no other way left him to defend himſelf, bur to ſhew, if he . 
be able, that theſe Proofs are invalid? Mr. 4rnazd perhaps would be ſo rea. 
ſonable as not ro deny me the liberty of making uſe of theſe Principles, and 
fo much the rather becauſe there is a very material and zdvantagious diffe- 
Tence on my fide, ſeeing, as already mentioned, Iam Reſpondent 1n this Diſ- 
pute ; whereas this Perſon would be the Aggreſfor, But you will -ask 
me, who this man is, that.is ſo little acquainted with Mr. Arzaud's Maxims ? 
Even Mr. Arnaud himſelf, who having produced a long train of Arguments 
in the fifth and ſixth Chapters of his firſt Book ; to ſhew us that the Zearmed, 
and Unlearned, the Simple, and Obſtinate, and all Perſons in general onght to 
acquieſce in the Proofs of the Perpetuity, he thereupon makes this- Concly- 


fion, *7zs true, faith he, that theſe Arguments being applyed to the Book of the 156+ 1. G.6. 
Perpetuity, ſ#Ppoſe the Proofs are clear and ſolid, and therefore 1 make uſe of 14%: = 
them in this place to remove theſe vain Exceptions of Mr. Claude, who woulg'* ©** 


h wot them rejetted without examining them, on this general Reaſon, That they are 
Argumentative Proofs. Mr, Claude hath no other way of defeuding himſelf than 
by ſhewing, if he can, the Arguments in this Treatiſe are not ſound. We 
ſhall ſee by what follows, whether he had reaſon to make this Suppolition, 
I {hall content my ſelf at preſent with concluding according to his Example, 
that every man may make Suppoſitions, provided he intends not thereby to. 
ent the Debate, but only oblige an Adverſary to come to the A | 
| 0 
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of that Point which he is not willing to meddle with. And thus doth Mr. 
Arnaad cenſure in another that which he doth himſelf, 


wo 


CHAP. IL 


That the Author of the Perpetuity's Method may be juſtly Suſpefted . 
to be deceitful, and that his manner of aſſaulting Mr. Aubertin's 
Book is Diſmgenuous, * 


FT H E Method the Author of the Perpetuity makes uſe of to make 


us confeſs, as he ſays ; | that the Dofrine of the Roman Church, 

touching the Eucharift, is the ſame with that of all Antiquity, hath 

".- appeared fo ſtrange and irregular to me, that I have made theſe 
following Reflexions thereupon. | 


I. That it may be ;uſtly ſuſpeted of Artifice and Illuſion. 


II. Thatthis way of Afaulting Mr. Aubertin's Book is Diſingenious and 
IadireQ, - LES : 


+ TII. That the Author hath bin toblame in pretending to ſhew the Inva- 
lidity of Mr. Aubertin's Proofs by Arguments which at moſt do amount but 
to mere Conjectures. | 


I'V. That to confute at once all theſe Arguments, we need but oppoſe 
againſt them theſe ſame Proofs of matters of FaCt,and by gathering them into 
an Abridgment, to give a general view of them. _ 


Lib; r, >. x, | Mr. Arnaud confeſſes that I were not tobe blamed for habiog in my Anſwer 
Py 'falln firſt upon the Faults which I pretend to diſcover in the Author of 
the Perpetuity's Method,: provided, ſaith he, that 7 maintained Equity and 
Truth ; It may be, 1think, then ſuppoſed I have fo far done nothing con-+ 
uy to Rule, it only remains I make good the four above-mentioned Re- 

ections. 


| I ſhall not inſiſt long upon the firſt of theſe, becauſe Mr. Arnaad hath al- 

Au rv ledged nothing againſt it, appearing undenyable in it ſelf. It is grounded 

wo on this, That when the Queſtion concerns what we ought to believe touch- 

ing the Euchariſt, the Author of the Perpetuity would have this Queſtion 

decided, not by the -word:of God, but the Churches Conſent in all Ages, 

and Depoſitions of the Fathers, and when it comes to the Enquiry after this 

Conſent of the Church, he would have this ſecond Queſtion reſolved not 

by Paſſages taken out ofthe Writings of the Fathers,bur by Arguments.Now 

this is certainly a moſt tedious and prepoſterous Courſe ; 1t being a Principle 

of common Senſe,that Queſtions in matters of Right ought to be naturally de- 

 cided by the Rule of Right, then when the Rule determining that Right is 

diſtin&t and ſeparated from matters of Fat, and that again naturally the 
Queſtions ® 
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Queſtions in matters of Fact ought to he decided by ari exatt Conſideration 
of the Fats themſelves, or by Witneſſes who can make alawful Depo- 


{ition. 


- Seeing then the Chriſtian Religion offers us a diſtinCt Rule, and that too 
as it lies ſeparate from matters of Fact, (which is that holy Scripture, 
wherein God hath made a full Revelation of his Will;z) it isinit we muſt 
ſearch for what we ought to believe, and not in the conſent of the Church , 
in all Ages. Foras the Fathers thought: they were obliged to ground their 
Belief on the Scriptures, ſo likewiſe we, who have the ſame Faith with them, 
ouzhtgo ground our Faith on the ſame Principle. The Scripture hath been 
given us to determine thereby our Apprehenſions of the Myſteries of Reli- 
gion, bur their Belief who preceded us can be no more at fartheſt, than'an 
Example for us to Imitate, and an Example too ſubmitted to the ſame Rule, 
which requires no farther our Approbationthan ir agrees with that ; ſo that 
to decide Queſtions of this Nature by the Examples of former Ages, is to 
pervert the natural Order and Deſign of things. 


I T will be to no purpoſe to alledge The Church of Rowe will not allow 
the Scriptures to be the only Rule of our Faith, ſeeing it likewiſe taketh' in 
Tradition, Yet this Anſwer will notclear the Author ofthe Perpernity from 
that Reproach with which Iſhall charge him: For when a man lays down 
a Method in a Controverſie,and propoſes it as ſufficient to convince thoſe who 
are not of his own Opinion, he muſt ground this Method on Principles grant- 
ed by both Parties; for if his Poſitions are ſuch as may be queſtioned, he 1s 
then obliged to a ſolid Proof of them, before he can tuppole them. For if 
he take not this Courſe, he will quickly be at aloſs, and his whole Work 
ſoon rendred ineffetual. Now this the Author of the Perpetuity has not 
done, - for he has not proved that the Conſent of all Ages ought to be our 
Rule in matters of Faith. *Tis true he has told us of the ill Conſequences 
which would follow the condemning the ntient Fathers, and that we ſhould 
do,if we ſuppoſe them guilty of an Idolatrous Worſhip. But this reaches not 
our Queſtion : for it doth not hence follow that their Writings are the Rule 
of our Faith, neither in the matter of our preſent Debate, nor in any other: 
For the Fathers may be free from damnable Errors in any Article of our Re- 
ligion, by the agreement their DoCtrine hath with that Rule which enjoyn< 
eth us to believe, without becoming a Rule themſelves and without arroga- 
ting this ſupreme Authority over mens Conſciences, which ought to decide 
all Queſtions of this Nature. | | 

But perhaps it will be replyed that; provided we attain the — of 
the Truth in what weought to believe concerning:ſo important a Subject as 
that of the Euchariſt, what need we' matter, by what means we obtain it, 
whether by means of the holy Scripture,or by Confent of the antzent Church? 
If we follow not the Fathers as the Rule of our Faith, let us follow them 
then as an Example held out for us to imitate. To which 1 anſwer, That the 
cauſe which I have taken upon me todefend would in the main loſe nothing, 
though we-ſhould take the Belief of the Antient Church in this matter for 
the Model and Rule of ours, ſo thatthis doth notat all trouble us, 


BUT be it asit will, we muſt not forſake the Word of God, nor wholly 
build our Faith on any other Principles but thoſe which are drawn from the 
. Holy Scriptures: Our Faith would not then be what it ought tobe, that is 
| 'F to 
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to ſay, A Divine Faith, were it but an imitation of the Belief of the Fathers. 
This Maxim of regulating our Religion by- an Imitation of them who have 


preceded us, without having any fixed Principle, is certainly of very dan-' 


gerous Conſequence. For *'twould happen at length after ſome Apes, that 
the laſt would have no reſemblance with the former, becauſe that humane 
ImperfeQions which commonly mix themſelves in ſuch an Imitation, would 
never be wanting to diſorder and corrupt it, as is commonly ſeen in the 
drawing of a PiQture, Draughts of which being taken one from the other, 
become ſtill every time leſs Perfect, as they are fartheſt diſtant from their 


Original. 
' THE Author then of the Perpetuity cannot be excuſed for his perverting 


the order of the Diſpute with which I charge him, that he would decide this 


Queſtion of Right by matters of FaCt ; Neither is he leſs inexcuſable when 
he would have the Queſtion of matter of Fa, tadepend on the force of his 
. Reaſoning, The matter before usis to know what has bin the Opinion of the 
Fathers touching the Euchariſt, and. he pretends to decide this Queſtion not 
by the Teſtimony of the Pathers themſelves, but by certain Impoſlibilities 
he imagines in the change which we ſuppoſe. I know very well that there 
are ſometimes Enquiries made into matters of Fa, the Truth of which can- 
not be attefted by any Witneſs, and I confeſs in this caſe, no man can be 
blamed for having recourſe to Reaſonings, becauſe there being no other E- 
vidence to help us in our Search, even Neceſſity warranteth this way of Pro- 
ceeding, althoit be indireft. But we are not in theſe Circumſtances, ſee- 
ing we have the Writings of the Antients, and thoſe no tefs confiderable for 
their Number than for the many clear Paſſages they contain touching the Z«- 
chaxiſt ; which if we will apply our felves unto, we ſhall ſoon diſcover their 
Opinions about it. What need is there then , for us to leave our enquiries 
into the Opinion of the Fathers, to hearken to the Author of the Perperus- 
ty's Arguments? May we not now juftly complain of him, and anſwer him, 
' this is the way of Inquiry which Nature it ſelf hath preſcribed us, and 
C_—_ theſe two ways, the more natural appeareth to us to be the more 
direct and certain, From whence it immediately follows, That his manner 
—_—_— may well be ſuſpeCted as artificial and deceitful, for it is u- 

with us to ſuſpeQ that Perſoa who leaves the common Road, to walk 
in by-Paths. 


MY ſecond Obſervation on the Author of the Perpetuity's Method, re- 


obſervatica pes the manner of his Aſſaulting Mr. Aubertiz*s Book. And ſeeing Mr. 
juſtified, Lib, ,Zrzaud hath _ me with falſity, for affirming Mr. Aubertin's Book hath 


Ehap. 3. Þ: 4: chiefly occaſioned t 


is Controverſie, and that the Author of the Perpetuity hath 
ſet upon it after an indiret# manner. Tam thereupon obliged to divide the 
Subje& of my juſtification under two Heads. I ſhalt firſt then make it ap- 
pear that Mr. Aubert in*s Book hath bin aſſaulted, and hath bin the firſt oc- 
caſion of this Debate. Secondly, that his Book has bin Afſaulted after an 


unjuſt manner. 


T HE firſt of theſe Particulars ſhall be diſpatched in two Words, for on 
one hand I have no more to. do, bur only deſire the Reader himſelf to peruſe 
the ſecond SeQtion of the firſt Treatiſe of the Perperuity, where he ſhall 
find that in fifty one Pages which it contains, his whole deſign is only to re- 
fute Mr, Aubertir's Account of the /nnovation which hathhap'ned touching 


Franſubſtantiation : And on the other, Thave no more to do- but declare _- 
| - the 
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the World, That from the firſt Moment of out Debate, which was:preciſely 
then when I began to anſwer this TRariſe, I propoſed to-my {elf not' only 
particularly ro maintain the Truth of this Accolnt, but defend in general 
the whole Book; againſt the indire& attempts of that Zreariſe. Now if 
this may not be called rhe firſt occaſion of this Cantelt, Iknow not any long- 
er how to name things. For what is there which maketh a Book the firit 
occaſion of a Debate, which is not here? Muſt a Book be aſſaulted ? this hath 
bin ſo; Muſt it be defended ? this hath bin ſo. Ought he: who takes upon 

him the Defence of it, to do it with a deſign of keeping up its Cregit? This 
hath bin likewiſe my Deſign; becauſe its Intereſts have appeared to me to 
be the ſame with thoſe of the Truth. Where then is this »ot9rigus Falſity 
with which Mr. Ar2aud chargeth me ? | 


THE Author of the Perpetuity, faith he, never pretended his Treatiſe was x2, ; chap.i; - 
a refatation of that Miniſters Book, aud in a matter as this is, which dependeth Pag. 4. ,, 
on the Tutention of a man yet living, it were ſufficient to convince Mr. Claude 
of raſhneſs to tell him, as from him, he is miftaken, and that this Author never 
deſigned what he charges him with. Moreover he adds, That this Treatiſe was 
primarily intended only as a Preface to the Office of the bleſſed Sacrament : and 
that we ſeldom find any man undertake to refute a Book in Folio, in a Preface : 
That he handleth the Queſtion of the Impoſſibility of an Innovation: That he 
refuteth Blondel and Aubertin by the way, who had impoſed fabulous Relations 
on the World: And that he direitly indeed argueth againſt Mr. Aubertin's pre- 
- rended Innovation, but medleth farther with no other part of his Bok. 


Mr. Arnaud 1 hope wilt pardon me, if 1 affirm that there's not one word 
of Truth in all this. For, to ſpeak properly, the occaſion of this Conteſt can 
be no other but tliat taken from the Obligation I had-to enter into this Dif- 
putez ſeeing our Debate began but from that time ITinterpoſed. For had 1 
not ſtept int between, the Author had talked only to himſelf, and when a 
man does ſo, we are not wont to ſay, ſuch a one is in a Diſpute. To find 
then the real Occaſion, Mr. Arnaud ſhould have fought it in the cauſes moy- 
ing me to interpoſe, and not in the Author of the Perpetuity's Intention. 
Mr. rnaud hath not conſidered there is a Difference between the Occaſion 
of a Debate, and whether the SubjeR of it be real or imaginary.” For to de 
cide the latter of theſe Particulars, we muſt look back to the Author of the 
Perpetuity, and conſider what he has done, and what he would do, butto 
be aſcertained in the firſt of them, Iought thereupon to be conſulted : and 
when it ſhall appear I was deceived by a groundleſs Imagination that Mr. 
Aubertin's Book hath bin aſſaulted, theniit mighr be truly affirmed I raiſed 
a Quarrel to no purpoſe, ſeeing the occafion of «it only ſprang out of my 
own Fancy, but yet what I have faid ſince cannot be charged with notorious 
Falſity, viz. That this Book was the firſt occaſion: of the Debate betwixt 
us, ſeeing that in effe&t I only engagediin this Controverſie todefend ir. 


THERE is moreover in Mr. A-4ud's Diſcourſe a falſe Suppoſicion in' 
the Term of Refuting, for he ſuppoſeth I charge the Author of. the Perperut- 
zy with a deſign of formally and direAly refuting Mr. Aubertin's' whole Book; 
and 'ris thereuporthe tells us, that feldom any man undertakes to refute a 
large Folio ina Preface. But he does not conſider, that I did not for this 
reaſon uſe the Term of Refuting, but Aſſawiting, and that far from charging 
the Author of the Perpetuity with this Deſign ona Refutation, my complaint 
hath binon the contrary, that he has not refuted this Book, and _ 
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_ true. Let us ſee the ſecond, which is that Iaffirmed, 


hath beerigrounded onthe Neceflity urging him to/have done it, as I ſhall 
ſhew hereafter. Now to juſtifie what Efaid, that Mr. 4ubertin's Book hath: 
been the firſt Occafion of this Debate, and at the fame time, that this, is 
not anill-grounded Suppoſition, I need not repeat: that the *Author of the 
Treatiſe deſigned to refute that whole Book, it appears to me fufficienc he 
hath aſſaulred the laſt gart of it, and undertaken to anſwer it throughout 
the ſecond Seftion of his Treatiſe. Ir ſufficeth me that his firſt Setion 
tendeth to render incredible Mr. Aubertin's account of an Innovation. - It 
fafficeth me, rhe drift of his whole Work is to make Mr. Aubertir's Proofs 
of mattersof FaQt altogether uſeleſs tous. Andthis is more thai need to be 
fad to refute this fierce Accufation of rotorious Falſity, with which Charge 
Mr. Arnaud hath begun his Book. Now this is apparently true, and a man 
needs but his Eyes and common Sence tobe ſatisfied in it. 


Mr. Arnaud may tell us what he pleaſes concerning the Author of the Per- 
petuity's real Defign. Yet ſhall I anſwer him, that when men judge of a 
Work, their Judgment is guided by what appears in the Work it elf, and 
not by the ſecret Intentions of its Author. For mens Deſigns many times 
lye hid, but the drift of their Work lies open. I do not pretend to penetrate 


into mens Hearts, yet cannot Ibe withheld from judging of the Treatiſe of 


the Perpetuity, becauſe 'tis before my Eyes. 


THAT this Treatiſe was at firſt, but a ſimple Preface, or that it wasnot, 


| It availsme little to know, for Iam not uſually ſo much in Love with Rar 


ties, as to extend my Curioſity into the Author of the Perpeturty's diſavowed 
Deſigns. If this Work hath been heretofore but a Preface, and that it hath 
been ſince raiſed tothe dignity of a Treatiſe, there hath been reaſon perhaps 
for its ennobling, its Defert hath made it worthy of this Honour ,z and they 
areat this day toblame who have reproached it with the meanneſs of its for- 
mer Condition, in an occafion, which called for the eſtabliſhment of its Glo- 

. But beit what it will, Preface, or Treatiſe, it isall one to me, it aflauls- 


eth never the leſs for this Mr. Aubertin's Book. 


BUT faith Mr. Arnaud, he refutes it by the way. By the way, of four ſcore 
and eight Pages whichir contains, thereare one and fifty of them imployed 
1n a formal Refutation of Mr. Aubertiz's account of an Innovation, and the 
drift of the reſt, as I have already faid, is to ſhew that this Account is incre- 
dible, becauſe tis impoſſible, and indireQly to overthrow the whole Work. 
So that here Ithink the charge of our firſt xotorious oo appears to be un- 

e Author of the Per- 
petuity hath aſſaulted Mrs Aubertin's Book after an indireit manner. But to 
apprehend throughly the truth of this Obſervation, Mr. Aubertin's whole 
Book muſt be granted to be a Diſcourſe only touching the Zucharift, and 
which isdivided into three Parts. In the firſt he handleth this Subjet by 
Arguments drawn from Scripture, and humane Reaſon. He produceth the 
Paſſages thereof, and Arguments fetched from thence, and refutes the An- 
{wers made thereunto, nay he near upon anſwereth whatſoever Controver- 
tiſts have ſtated hitherto conſiderable on this Subject. In the ſecond, he ex- 
amines the Churches Belief, during ſix Centuries, by an exa&t Diſcuſſion 


| of all Paſſages produced on either fide, makes it plainly appear that Zranſub- 


fantiation, and the real Preſence-are DoQtrines which have bin unknown 
during all that time. Andin the third, he gives an account after what man- 
acr their DoArines have been introduced. - 
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THE firlt part treateth.of the Queſtion of Right,ſhewing the true Rules 
of it, and ſerves as a Foundation to the ſecond. . The ſecond Part handlerh 
the Queſtion of matter of Fact, by a faithful depoſition of Witneſſes, that 
is to ſay, by the Fathers from Age to Age, and: ferves as a Foundation to 
the third. And the third Part ſhews the Degrees of this Innovation, the 
Time when. it begun, its Authors, and the Oppoſition which it hath met 
with. | 


THIS being ſo, Ifay, itis an indire& Proceeding, to ſingle outthis laſt 
Part from the ſecond, and attempt the refuting of ir alone, as the Author 
of the Perpetuity hath done. And the Reaſon is manifeſt, becauſe the on- 
ly Foundation on which the laſt Part is built, and which communicateth 
to it all its force of Perſwaſion confiſteth in -its ſecond. For wherefore do 
we believe, for Example, what it faith concerning the Innovation which 
Anaſtſins Sinaite hath introduced, in reference to Expreflions; he having 
bia the firſt that rejected the Terms of Zype or Figare on the Subject of the 
Euchariſt? It is becauſe he ſhews us in. his ſecond Part, that the Fathers 
who preceded 4naſtaſins, ever made uſe of this manner of Expreflion,for 
we find not any one of them who rejeted them. Wherefore do we take 
Paſchaſias to be the firſk who ever thought of the real Preſence ? The Rea- 
ſon, is becauſe we never meet with any before his time, who thus deliver 
themſelves. So that the ſecond Part of Mr. Aubertin's Book does neceſſari- 
ly prepare the Reader for the third: - In the ſecond Part he ſheweth the Stats, 
of the Church, for the ſix firſt Ages, to be quite different from what is ſeen 
at preſent in the Church of Rome : The Reader then thereupon finds there 
has bin an Innovation, and ſuppoſes it to be not only poſſible, bur thar it 
hath aCtually hap'ned, fo that it only remains to know, when, by whom, 
and by what Degrees this Change has bin introduced, and this is ſuthci- 
ently fet forth inthe third Part. It cannot therefore be ſingled out from 
the ſecond to be oppoſed 'atone, without the greateſt Injuſtice and Dilinge- 
nuity ; for this is to ſtrip it of all its Strength, and to deal with it, as the 
—_ did with Samſoz, cut off his Hair before they ſet upon 
im. | 


» Mr. Aubertin offered not his Account to the Reader till he had prepared 
him by a neceſſary Premonition to receive.itz; Whereas the Author of the 
Perpetaity would have it confidered and examined with an unprepared Mind, 
or rather, to ſpeak better, with a Mind filld with contrary. Diſpoſitions. 
Now this is not fair Dealing. For to proceed orderly, he ought to have be- 
gun with theſe firſt Preparations; and made it appear (if he could ) that 
they were fallacious, and fo diſcoyer the unjuſtice, falſity, or weakneſs of 
them, and afterwards ſet upon the Account he gives us. Had he taken this 
Courſe, we ſhould have had nothing to charge him with, touching his Me- 
thod ; but to ſtifle theſe Preparations, and cut 'em off from the Diſpute, 
and fall immediately upon his Account of the Zxnovation, is that whickt 
will ever deſerve the name of indiref Dealing. 


AND if we conſider likewiſe the manner after which the Author of the 
Perpet#ity hath endeavoured to overthrow this Account, it will be found 
his Proceedings are in this ReſpeCt as dilingentous as in the former. As 
for Inſtance, Mr. Aubertin obſerves that Anaſtaſius Sinaite hath bin the firſt 


who varied from the common Expreſſions of the Antients, in faying, The 
| Euchariſt 
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Euchariſt is not an Antitype but the Body of Zeſus Chriſt. Now to refute 
direAly this Hiſtorical Paſſage, ( being agreed as we are in this Particular 
relating to Anaſtaſius ) there ought to have bin the like Paſſages produced 
of them who preceded him, and to have made it thence appear he was nor 
- the firſt whothos expreſſed himſelf. - But inſtead of this, the Author of the 
Perperuity of Perpetuity takes another Courſe, for he, demands, how this can be, That 
the Faith, P. Anaſtaſius, who could not be ignorant of the Churches. Belief in his time, 
50. SI. XG (ould offer an Opinion which would be formally oppoſed, and this without 
= acknowleaging, he propoſed a contfary Option ? He indeavours to ſhew this 
Innovation could not overſpread either Za/t or eſt, and that Anaſtaſins's 
real meaning, and that of them who ſpake like him in this particular, could 
not be the Impannation of the ZYord with which Mr. Aubertin ſeems to 
charge them. And the ſame doth he, in reſpe& of Paſchaſius, whom Mr. 
Aubertin Affirms to be the firſt Author of the Real Preſence, for inſtead 
of ſhewing others held the ſame Opinion, and that he did not teach a new 
Doctrine, he ſets himſelf upon ſhewing, that if Paſchaſius had bin an /»- 
zovator, he would have bin taken notice of in fome one of the Councils held 
| ts in his time, that he would have bin oppoſed, and never offered his Opinion 
as the received Doctrine of the Church, as he has done.I will not now enquire 
into the ſtrength of his Arguments, neither will Ifay they ought to be re- 
jetted for this Reaſon alone, that they are indireQ, The Queſtion is here 
whether this courſe: of refuting Mr. Avbertin's Book be warrantable, and 
# muſt be granted, it is not ; for the chief deſign of this his Account - be- 
ing only to demonſtrate, that naſtaſivs, and Paſchaſius introduced Innova- 
tions; Now to make it appear they were not Innovators, there ought to 
have bin produced Geena Paſſages out of the Writings of thofe who pre- 
ceded them, which ſhould come near the ſame Expreſſions, or at leaſt a- 
mounted tothe ſame Sence as that of theirs, which the Author of the Per- 
petuity hath not done. 


LET Mr. 4rzaud conſider again then, if he pleaſes, the Queſtion, and 
. whether I have broached two notorious Untruths, the one, that Mr. Auber- 
tin's Book was the firſt occaſion of this Conteſt, the other, that the Author of the 
Perpetuity hath attacked it after an indirect manner. Now to the end I may 
have from him a ſecond Sentence more favourable rhan the former ; it will 
not be amiſs to anſwer his ObjeQtions, and ſhew him firſt, That I pretend- 
not to hinder any Perſon from chooſing thoſe Points or Matters for which 
he hath the greateſt Inclination : for, provided he handles them in a regular 
manner, he will thereby oblige the publick. Secondly I do not ſo much as 
pretend to hinder any man from ting part of a Book, and leaving the 
other, provided this Part may be well refuted alone, and there be no cauſe 
to complain that the force of the Arguments is ſpoiled by ſuch a ſeparati- 
on. Thirdly, Neither do I take upon me tocall the Author of the Perpetut- 
ty to account about his employing himſelf, and require of him two Yolums 
in Folio. For lam willing to believe his Employs are great and difficulr, 
and therefore afford him not time enough to make a diret and compleat 
Refutation of Mr. 4ubertiz's Book. 


Lib. 1. h.i. AND as to what hetells us, that we cannot reaſonably require more from 
Pag. 7. a Perſon who handleth any Subjett, than that he ſuppoſe nothing which is Falſe, 
or Obſcure, and draw not from thence ill Conſequences, ſeeing the truth and 

cleargels of Principles, and the juſtnefs of their Conſequences are in them- 

{clve$ ſufficient, to aſſure us of the Fruth, and gives us aclear and perfe& 
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notion thereof. To which I anſwer, This is true, whett Perſons are agreed 
to treat on this SubjeQ,and do take this courſe to decide the principal Queſti- 
on of it, for in this caſe, only the Principles and their Conſequences ought 
to be examined. But if this be not conlented ro, but on the contrary there 
are general Obſervations made upon the Method, then it is not particularly 
minded Whether the Principles are diſpurable or not, nor Whether their 
Conſequences afe true or falſe, for this follows afterwards. The Method 
of handling the Subje& is only conſidered, without on to the Princt- 
ples or Concluſions ; That is to ſay, Whether *tis direct or diforderly,na- 
tural or againſt Nature, ſufficient to perſwade, and end the Controverſie 
or not, and on thisaccount,, it may be juſtly expeAed from a Perſon that 
he take a right Method rather than a wrong, one which is a Natural, ra- 
ther than that which is'not ſo. . For ſuch a one may well be told, He ſpends 
his time to no purpoſe, that rakes not a right way to obtain the end of what 
he deſigns. Now this is exaQtly what we have to alledge againſt the Author 
of the *Perpetuity, as will appear in the following Chapter. We have rea- 
ſon to wonder that Mr. 4r»aud ſhould deny us the liberty of making theſe 
general Reflexions, he 1ſay, whaconfeſſed in the ſecond Period of his firſt 
Chapter, that I am not to blame for. having grounded ty chief Accula- 
tions againſt the Author ofthe Perpernity's Method, upon the DefeAs 1 found 
therein, provided I eſtabliſh Truth and Reaſon. But this doth not well a- 
gree with what he fſaies here. 7hat there cannot be any thing juſtly required 
of a man who treateth on any Subject, but only this, That he lay down good Prin: 
ciples, and draiv thence true Concluſions. For the falſity of Principles, or Con- 
fequences, proceeds rather from a defeCt in the Matter, or Fortn of an Argu- 
ment in Particular, than in a Method in General. 


CHAP. IIL 


THE third Obſervation juſtified, viz. That the Author of the Perpes 
tuity has bin to blame in pretending to overthrow the Proofs contains 
ed in Mr. Aubertin's Book, by Arguments which can amount to no more 
than mere ( onjeFtures. ; 


Perpetuity has endeavoured to invalidate our Proofs of Matters 
- of FaQt contained in Mr. Aubertir's Book by his Arguments,and 
thereupon has only propoſed the Queftion in theſe Terms : viz. 
HF hether a man may not argne againſs matters of Fatt : And takesit for grant- ,;,,, ©, + 
ed he may in ſome particular Caſes. Tt is then our part to ſhew, he wan- © © © 
ders fromthe Point, and that the Author of the Perpetuity has not a by 8 


M' Arnead ſeems unwilling to grant, That the Author of the 


» 


ſigned to oppoſe, but even overthrow by his arguings out Proofs of Fatt, ſo 
that the Queſtion now is whether this Endeavour of hisisjuſt or unjuſt, whe- 
ther according; to a regular Courſe or contrary to it. | 


., AND forthis purpoſe, I ſhall only deſire Mr. frnaud to conſider, That 
the Deſign'of the Method, or advantage expeRed by it,” as it hath bin ex- 
preſly 


_ 
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preſly declared in the.fourteenth Page of the firſt Treatiſe, 7s to bring a- 
ny unprejudiced Perſon, go ackwowledge the Church of Rome's Belief touching 
he Euchariſt 70 be the ſame with that of all Antiquity ; and this new Method 
15 propoſed to remedy an Inconveniency, uſually attending that ordinary 
Method, called Diſcuſſon, wherein it frequently happens, that men ſeldom 
ſufficiently comprehend the ſtrength of Proofs ; becauſe they are wot conſidered in 
their right order, which ever ſo placeth them as that they mutually aſſiſt and ſor- 
tifie each other. Ineed but entreat him hkewiſe to remember the firſt Title 
of the Zreatiſe, before it was printed, when it was put into my Hands tobe 
anſwered ; which was as follows, / Zreatiſe containing an eaſie Means to 
convince Hereticks, by ſhewing them there has no alteration bin made in the 
Churches Belief touching the Euchariſt, as Talready obſerved in the Preface 
before my Anſwer. Laſtly I have no more to requeſt of him, but-only to 
remember the new Title under which the firſt Treatiſe, and them which 
followed, were publiſhed, which is ; 7he Perpetuity of the Faith of the Ca- 
| tholick Church touching the Eucharilt. For what elſe can be expetted from 
a man that promiſes to make us confeſs, the Church of Romes Belief is the 
ſame with that of all Antiquity, and hopes to convince us of the Truth of 
this, but that he ſhould invalidate all our Proofs of matters of Fatt, by which 
we think we have eſtabliſhed the reality of an Innovation ? Would Mr. 4-- 
zaud grant me the favour to ſuppoſe a while that Iam not obſtinate : and 
I will likewiſe on the other hand ſuppoſe I was miſtaken in Mr. Aubertiz's 
Book, and that the Perſwaſion I had of the truth of his Proofs concerning 
an Innovation hath bin falſe. Now ſhould the Author of the Perpersrty prer 
tend, that his Method is able to undeceive me and diſſipate all the falſe Im- 
preflions which Mr. Aubertiz's Proofs have wrought in my Mind ; ſhould 
he,l ſay, pretend to this, he has imagined, as I have already mentioned, that 
he is able by his Arguments, to invalidate our Proofs ; and again on the other 
Hand, if he pretendsnot to do this, he hath bin certainly to blame in faying, 
He would convince Hereticks, and make them acknowledge, ( if they are not 1n- 
vincibly Obſtinate ) the Perpetuity of 7Tranſubſtantiation, and the Real Pre- 
ſence. We ſhall ſee by what follows, whether or no Mr. {rnaud has up- 
held the honour of ſo great a Deligp, or whether he has not abated ſome- 
thing of it. TI ſhall content my felt at preſent with only ſhewing the pre- 
tenſion of the Author of the Method. | | 


" 


C 
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IT cannot be alleadged in his behalf, he had not theſe aforementioned 
Proofs in his Mind, but only offered his own ; which he judged concluſive ; 
for beſides that when a man lays down a Method as ſufficient to produce 
an effe&, he ought conſider whatſoever may hinder the producing of this 
or-the contrary Effet. We may farther obſerve he aſſaults Mr. Aubertin's' 
Book in this Treatiſe, wherein are contained theſe Proofs, concerning which 
he could not pretend . Ignorance , ſeeing they make up the greateſt part of 
that Book.. It ought moreover to be conſidered, that he refuteth, as 1 alrea- 
dy faid in the foregoing Chapter,an Account whoſe whole ſtrength is ground- 
ed on theſe Proofs of matters of Fat, an Account which taketh them for 
its Foundation, and borroweth from them | whatſoever it would perſwade, 
and refutes it not in oppoſing other Proofs after the ſame manner, but by 
Arguments, Wheace it follows he imagins his Arguments are ſufficient to 
overthrow theſe Proofs, it being impoſſible if they ſtand firm, -but that the 
account of the Change or Innovation ſhould do ſo too. 


Mr. 4r2aud"s way of ſhifting the Queſtion that he might draw on the 
Reader 


4 
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Reader to another matter, is ſo plainly evident;that I need not give him the 
leaſt hint of it. For there is certainly a great Difference berwixt barely Op- 
poſing Arguments againſt our Proofs, and pretending to invalidate them 
by Arguments. The firſt of theſe may be done without thinking on the 
ſecond ; theſe Arguments may be examined and compared with our Proots; 
without any other Pretence than the keeping the Mind in Suſpence, and 
bindering,it from determining on either ſide. Had the Author of the Per- 
petuity kept himſelf within theſe Bounds, we ſhould have anſwered him at- 
ter another ſort ; but he hath extended his deſign fo far as to bring us to a 
final Acknowledgment. The Queſtion then is not ſo much about his bare 
Oppoſition; altho that ſhall be ſhewed him at length tobe uſeleſs, and that 
he cannot expett any advantage from it, for the Debate at preſent con- 
ſiſts either in the Juſtice or Injuſtice of his Deſign, when he imagined this 
Oppoſition was ſufficient to convince us, notwithſtanding our Frejudices 
againſt it, occaſioned by Mr. Aubertin's and other Miniſters Proofs. 


BUT to ſtate the Queſtion clearly, it ought to be farther ſuppoſed, that 
we compare not here the Proofs drawn from Arguments , then when they 
are made uſe of to eſtabliſh Matters argued, with Proofs of matters of Fa&, 


' ,whichare intended for a confirmation of the ſame matters of Fat. For [ 


am far from denying, but there may be at ſome times Proofs drawn from 
Arguments, which areas concluſive in their kind, and bring along with 
them as much certainty of Evidence, as Proofs of Fa&do in theirs. The 
Debate concerns the comparing theſe two ſorts of Proofs, in reſpeQ of 4 
matter of Fatt; for the Principal Queſtion-betwixt us, is whether the Do- 
Erine of the antient Church is the ſame with that of the Church of Rome at 
preſent, nowthis is a matter of Fa&, which on one ſide is demonſtrated by 
Proofs of Fa&t, and which the Author pretends on the other (ide. to demon- 
ſtrate by Proofs drawn from Arguments ; which two forts of Proofs form 
contrary Concluſions onthe ſame ſubject. x 


I T is farther to be conſidered, the Queſtion lies not in ſuppoſing our 
Proofs are frivolous, or uncertain, forthen they might be oppoſed by Proofs 
drawn from Arguments; by pretending that the Fat would be more 
plainly demonſtrated by this means than by the other. Had the Author of 
the Perpetuity made this Suppoſition and well grounded it, we could not a. 
ny longer keep to our Proofs of Fact, of whoſe weakneſs and inſufficieney 
he had already convinced us, we muſt then have hearkned to his Arguments. 
But we are not in this caſe, for he leaves our Proofs of Fat [untouched in 
their whole ſtrength, and we are perſwaded of the truth and ſolidity of 
them. Tr being thenthus with us, it remains to enquire, whether his Proofs 
drawn from Arguments'can be ſufficient to make us alter our Judgments, 
The Author of the Perpetuity pretends they are, and I deny them to be ſo, 
ſo that to decide clearly this Point, we muſt compare theſe two ways of 
Proving, one with another. | 


I affirm then firft of all, our Proofs of Fa& are regular and natural, as. 

I made apparent in my ſecond Chapter: - whereas thoſe of the Author of 
the Perpetuity are unjuſt and prepoſterous. Now to compare theſe two 
Methods one with another, that which is natural is leaft ſuſpicious, for there 
can be nothing faid againſt ir, common Senle leads-us to it, but the other is 
eyerlyable to Exception, by reaſon of its contrariety and obliquity. The 
D Ixtter 
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latter of theſe leads a mans Mind by ſeveral Turnings and Windings, and 
the other makes it go ſtraight. 


MOREOVER, our Proofsof Fat demonſtrate the matter immediate- 
ly in it ſelf; but Proofs drawn from Reaſon cannot do this , but by a Pro- 
pe thro other things, and by means of Connexions and Conſequences z 
Now it cannot be denyed, but of theſe two ways of knowing things, the one 
being immediate, and the other mediate ; the one near, and the other diſtant, 
but that the firſt of theſe is the moſt diſtinQ and certain: for not to ſay, that 
the Ideas of things grow weak, when they are diſcovered by a Medium,and 
that the Mind is more attentive, and fo by conſequence more diſtrafted, and. 
leſs able, when itis forced, to apply it felf at the ſame time to three dif- 
ferent ObjeAs, vis. on the Concluſion, Principle, and Dependance which 
the Concluſion hath on its Principle, than when it hath but one only Ob- 
je& to conſider; beſides this I lay, the orderly Connexion of things being 
les known to us than the things themſelves, it 1s eaſier to take for a Conſe- 
quence what is not one, than to take one thing for another. It is eaſier 
to deceive us by affirming, if an Alteration hath hap'ned, there muſt ſuch 
and ſuch Accidents have followed ir,than it is by only telling us, Zoe here the 
Alteration, and certainly a man isin leſs danger of being deceived this way 
than the other. | | 


W HEN two Merhods are offered as proper to demonſtrate a Queſtion 
in Debate, it ſeemsto me, that a mans Reafon will incline him to chooſe that 
way which brings him to the conſideration of the Point debated in all its 
ſeveral Relations and Circumſtances, rather than that which ſhews it him 
but in one. The Mind muft be permitted to make ſeveral RefleCtions, be- 
cauſe divers RefleQtions ſtrengthen one another, and uniting together, they 
form a more extended and perfe& Knowledg, even as ſeveral Rayes uni- 
ted give the greater Light. Now it cannot be denyed but our Proofs of 
FaCt have this Advantage over them of the Perpetuity. For the latter of 
theſe reſpeAs no farther than the only impoflibility of an Alterations and 
concludes from thence, that the DoQrine of the Antient Church hath bin 
the ſame with that of th: Church of Rome at preſent. But our Proofs ex- 
wm | "ar of ok wr ng a all the oy it can - examined 
in 1t ſelf, by its nece nences, by its Conſequences of Congruity, 
by way of Negation, and Affirmation, by mar cen of rag Sal 
Perſons, and Occaſions, and in a word, after all -manners imaginable, 
whereby the Mind may form a more ſolid and certain Judgment. What 
hkelyhood is there then, that being already perſwaded by a conſiderable 
number of Proofs, which this Method draws from all theſe Particulars, 
we ſhould receive a'contrary Impreſſion by the Author of the Perpetuity's 


© Arguments? 


A greater humane Certainty than that of Sence cannot be found, now 
that of Reaſoning falls commonly under this Degree, eſpecially when we 
apply it to mattersof Fa&. 


BUT when Proofs drawn from Arguments ſhall be extended to the 
ſame Degree of Conviction, as thoſe of the Eye-ſight, and common Sence, 
they cannever aſcend higher, or proceed ſo far as toconvince us, and make 
us renounce their Evidence. It ſeldom happens that rheſe two Li 


 juſtle one another, but whea this falls out, a mans Mind never fails of ta- 


king 


\ 
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ing one part or the other, it may remain for ſome time interdiQted and a- 
ſoniſhed ; but unleſs ſome vain Philoſophy, as that: of 'the Academicks, or 
Pyrrhoniens has corrupted it, and made it,, wander; it will ſoon rally it ſelf 
on the ſide of common Sence. 1 will produce an Example drawn. from 
Phyſicks., Our Eyes and Sences ſhew us that a grain of Sand is not only ti- 
nite, but far leſs than a Mountain, or the whole Globe of rhe Earth ; yet 
there are People who endeavour to demonſtrate by-the force of their Ar- 

ments; that. this little grain of Sand comprehends an "infinite number of 
Parts aQually exiſtent, becauſe it may be divided ed infinitar, andit is nor, 
ſay they, well conceivable how a thing can be ſodivided, if there be notin 
it aQually an Infinity of Parts, ſeeing each Diviſion ſuppoſeth the aQual 
Exiſtence of its Parts, from whence it'{eems, that this grain. of Sand is as 
bigg as a Mountain, and the whole World belides, it being impoſlible, ſay 
they moreover, there ſhould be a greater and larger heap than. that which 
aQually contains an Infinity of Parts. I doubt not but a mans Mind -would 


be ſoon entangled in this Labyrinth, but he would extricate himſelf thence;. 


not by the help - of his Senſes but his Reaſon, he will turn it on every ſide, 
and invent Diſtintions which will ſignifie nothing, as are the greateſt part 
of them which have bin made on this Subject ; yet will he ſtill keep firm 


* 


to his Eye-ſight and common Senſe, 


I T will be replied perhaps, that unleſs we are extream Obſtinate, we 
cannot pretend our Proofs: of. Fa&t are.of-this kind; which is-to ſay, that 
they have the certainty of our Senſes, for they arectaken from the Teftimo- 
ny of the Fathers, whole Faithfulneſs may be called in: (queſtion, by ſetting 
up this fantaſtical Zyporheſir, mentioned by Mr. Arnaxd, which is, 7hat all 
our Paſſages are falſe, and invented by. the Diſciples iof : John Scot, or elſe in 


ſaying, that the Fathers are miſtaken, or ſome fuck likematter, which may £4. r- G. #; 
make the Truth and Validity of theſe Proofs to be called in Queſtion , and © *: 


moreover that our Paſſages are not ſo. plain; but they-may well be queſti- 
oned, ſeeing there have bin great Volums written concerningthem on both 
| ſides. Fo which Ianſwer, in ſuppoſing twothings which ſeem to me, to 
| bebothundenyable by Mr. 4rnaxd, we can pretend againſt him our Proofs 
of FaQt have luch a Lind of Certitude, as is that of cate Senſes, 


MY firſt Suppoſition then ſhall. be; That the Writings of the Fathers are . 


faithful Witneſſes of the Belief of the Antient Church. . He cannot diſagree 
with me in this Point, for we have not receiv'd it but from them of the 
Church of Rome,they produce it themſelves,and we ufc it only out of Conde- 
ſcenſion to them,not having need,as to our own particular, of any thing but 
the Word of God to regulate our Faith in this Myſtery of the Zxcharift. And 
when this Point ſhould be queſtionable, yer muſt then the Author of the 
Perpetacty put 1t out of Queſtion by his-refuting of it, before he propoſes to 

s his Arguments, and not having done it, we are at liberty roaCt againſt 


u 

him on this Principle. The other Suppoſition we muſt make is, That we 
know very well, whatis the Church of Romes Belief touching the Eucha- 
rift, and that we rightly apprehend it, ſo that there is ho danger of our Mi- 
ſtake in this mane, and this is.that which hath never yet bin difpured a- 


gainſt us. In effect, weneither ſay, nor imagine any thing on this Subje&; 
more than what we find in Books, and hear diſcourſed on every Day,which 
is, that the whole Subſtance of Bread is really converted into the Subſtance 
of the Body of Zeus Chriſt, and the whole Subſtance of Wine into the whole 
Subſtance of his Blood, there not remaining any thing more of the —_ 
bo 


o 


. 
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and Wine but their meer Aecidents, whiah are not ſuſtained by any Sub- 
je, and further, that the Subſtance of our Saviour's Body, is really preſent 
- at the ſame time both in| Heaven/and Earth, on all the Altars whereon'this 
Myſtery is celebrated: that they which'communicate, eat and drink this Sub- 
tance with the Mouths of their Bodies, and that it ought 20 be Worſhipped 
with the Adoration of Zatria. This is undenyable. ' '' - 


Ifay then, on theſe Grounds, we have reaſon to prefume our Proofs of 
Fa& are evident even to Senſe it ſelf. For weread the ſeveral Paſſages of 
the Fathers which ſpeak of the Fucherift, our Eyes behold-them, and our 
Senſes are Judges of them. But there are notany of theſe Articles to be 
met with, which do diſtiaQly form the Belief of the Rowen Church, neither 
in expreſs Terms, nor in equivalent ones. We are agreed in the Contents 
of theſe Articles, and in what they-mean ; we are likewiſe agreed of the 
Place where they were to be found, in caſe the Antient C had t 
them. We know likewiſe, that it belongeth to our Eyes and common 
ſe to ſeek them,and judge'whether they are there, orno ; for when a Church 
believes and teaches them, ſhe explains them diſtinQtly enough to make them 
underſtood, and we muſt not imagine they lie buried in far-fetched Princi- 
ples, or couched in equivocal Terms which leave the Mind ia Suſpenſe ; 
or wrapt up in Riddles, from whence they cannot be drawn but by hard 
Study. they are in them they ought to be _ according to the mea- 
ſure and Capacity of an: ordinary and vulgar Underftanding. Yet when 
we ſeek them, wwe cannot find *em : ifthey were ſet down in expreſs Terms, 
our Eyes would have diſcovered them ; had they bin in Equivalent 
ones, or drawn thence/\by. evident and neceffary Conſequences, common 
Senſe would have difcovered them. But after an exaCt and thorow Search, 
our Eyes and common Senſe tel us, they are not to be found in any man- 
ner. - This althoa. Negative Proof, yet is it of greateſt Evidence and Cer- 
tainty. - After the lame manner as when we would know whether a Perſon 
be at home, we are agreed both touching the Houſe 'and the Perſon, thar 
one might not be taken for the other; and after an exaCt Search, if a mans 
Eyes and Senſes tell him that he is not there, -the proof of a Negative Fa& 
hath all poſſible Force and Evidence. Yet Weare upon ſurer Terms, for a 
man may eaſily hide himſelf in ſome corner of his Houſe, and teal away 
from the fight of thoſe that feek him; and therefore the Negative Proof 
ſerves only in this Reſpect, to: juſtifie we have made a full and thorow 
Search. But if the Articles of the Romiſh Creed were eſtabliſhed in the 
univerſal Conſent of all Ages, ( as is pretended, ) it would not be ſufficient 
they were hid in Jgme one of the Fathers Writings, they muft near the 
matter have a in all of them ; whence it follows, our Negative Proof 
45 yet more certain, by the Confirmation it receives from an Affirmative 
Proof, which conſiſteth in that our Eyes and Senſes find out many things 
diretly Oppoſite to thefe Articles, and theſe- two Proofs joyned together 
do form one, which appeareth to be ſoplain and intire, that there needs 
nothing to: be added to it. And yet this is it which the Author of the Per- 
. petvity doth: pretend to ſtrip us of by his Arguments. But let him extend 
his Pretenſions as far as he will, I believe he will find few Perfons approve 
of them, and who will not judge, that even then when our Eyes Id 
have deceived us, which is impoſſible after ſo diligent and careful a Search, 
the only means to difabuſe us would be ; to delire us to return tothe uſing 
of themagain, and to convince us our Inquiry hath not bin ſufficient, we 
ſhould &t kaſt have bin ſhewed what we our ſelves were not able. to find. 

For 
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For whilſt 'nothiog is offered us but Arguments, they will do'us no good; 
we may be perhaps entangled 'withthemn, if we know not how ro anſwer 
them, bur they will never make us.renounce.the Evidence and Certainty 
which we 'believe to be cohtained in our Proofs of FaQ. 


WE are confirmed in this Belief, when we conſider the Nature of the 
- Author of the Perpernity's Arguments. _ For they are not Demonſtrations 
which \conviace 2 mans, Mind,' or of equal force with them:which appear 
ia our Proofs; being /at fartheſt but mere Probabilities. They are Moral 
Impoſlibilities, which he finds in the Alteration weſuppoſe,, as thoir were 
not:pollble bur that the Biſhops and others of the Clergy, - together witli 
' the Pepple, would have oppoled theſe Innovations, and diſturbed the Peace 
' and Unity of the Church, under fo grout a Contraricty in their Opinions ; 
- and many ſuch like things doth he alledge; which are not grounded on any 
certain Principles, nor drawn from undeniable Conſequences. In general, 
itsa hard matter ro determine which are impoſſible Events, if you excepr 
\them- which carry along with them a palpable ContradiRtion ; for the Cau- 
ſes br Principles of _— are at a great diſtance fromeus, we know little 
of them but by their EffeAs, and theſe EffeAts not always ſhew themlelves 
at the Bottom, fo that 'a man cannot poſirively lay, this can be, 'or this can- 
not be. Moral Impoſlibilities are for the moſt part doubtful, eſpecially choſe 
grounded on the Inclinations of the People, whole ways are many times ſo 
uncertain, and have fo-little of Uniformity in them,” and ſo great Depen- 
dance on particular Circumſtances, that we cannot take any certain Rules 
. from thence. Had the Author-of the Perperuity ſhewed us, That the Alte- 
ration we ſpeak of, doth imply a ContradiQion, That 'ris contrary to the 
Nature of things, - That there follows from it evident and intolerable Ab- 
ſurdities, we ould then have examined his Arguments without troubling 
our ſelves with his Method. But to tell us what the Clergy and People 
would do in this, this carr amount to no more, at fartheſt, bur meer Conjet- 
ures, and.even ConjeCtures very uncertain z for he is not the Arbitrator of 
all humane AQtions, neither doth he know all their Principles and different 
Intereſts, nor underſtands all the Caufes which concur in great Accidents, 
or all thoſe things which hinder them from hap'ning. 


IT isthen a great piece of Injuſtice to defire, out Proots of Fatt fhould 
yiebd to: his way of Reaſoning, and IThope Mr.' 4rnasd will nor take.it ill | 
that in inaking uſe of his own Terms, arid accomodating thein to my Sub- —#© 
ject, I tell him, 7hat *fis in vain that he contefteth, and heateth _— 4- = 10. Ch.7, 
bout this Subjelt of an Alteration. Arguments fiznifie nothing in matters which © ſy 
ry obvious to Senſe, and we can make them appear to be fo in this 
aſe; ' 


ET remains, for the finiſhing of this Chapter, 1 ſhould ſatisfie fone. of ;:35. i ©. x. 
Mr. Arx434d-'s rtiinate Obſervations. The firſt of which is, 7Þat it is every P. 10. 
whit xs bad to oppoſe vain Arguments againſt Proofs of Fatt which ave firm 
and ſolid, as to objett ſolid and comvinting Arguments againſt vain and Fri- 
wvolons Proofs. "But there is no body who doubts of the Trurh of this, and 
this is not the matter in Queſtion. When he ſhall have made it appear 
our Proofs are vain'and frivolous, he ſhall be permitted to oppole againſt 
them his Arguments: Yea,and call them folid and convincing ones, *rill fuch 
tine as they be refured. But our Proofs muſt always be begun withal, their 
| n weakneſs 
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weakneſs and: vanity laid open, for without this we (ball (till be at liberty 
.to hold them for good, firm and Conclulive. 


HE addeth, 7hat not only. Proofs of Fatt are Invalidated by Proof of 
Reaſoning ; But likewiſe, that Proofs of Fat# are reducible in ſome ſort to 
Proofs of Reaſoning ; and even all of "em grounded on Arguings like unto 
thoſe of the Author of the Perpetuity, that 3s to ſay, on the impoſſibility of 
certain Events, and that "tis from theſe Arguings they borrow whatſoever they 
have of Solidity. And this he proves by the Example of the literal Proofs 
taken from Hiſtory, to eſtabliſh certain matters of FaCt, and by the Proofs 
of Moſes's Miracles, and the RefurreQtion of our Saviour ; concerning which 
the humane Certitude depends on a Moral Impcflibility, which yet is not 
-perceivable but only by force of Reafoning. From thence he concludes, 
That a Proof is not to be Rejetted, becauſe it is called a Proof” draww from 
Reaſon, no more than it is to be believed, becauſe "tis called a Proof of 
matter of Fatt; but that both one aud the other are contemptible, or eftimable, 
atcordingly as they are Obſcure or Fvident, True or Falſe, Slight or Solid, 
and that "tis on the Quality of a Proof and not by its Kind, we ought to form 
our Fudgment. | | 


T O whichIanſwer, we muſt diftinguifh two kinds of Proofs of Fat, 
the one Immediate, the others Mediate ; the Immediate depend on our Sen- 
ſes, the Mediate conſift in the Depoſition of Witneſfes. The certainty of 
the firſt of theſe doth not depend on Arguments, it being evident in it ſelf 
by its own Nature and Original; for in that we believe our Senſes ; this 
Perfwafion cometh not ſimply from Reaſons diQtitating this to us ; bur 
becauſe their Teſtimony is perſwaſive in it felf, and that we cannor doubr 
of the things we fee, unleſs we have corrupted our own Natures by a ſtrange 


Extravagancy. 


AS to the ſecond kind of Proofs, we muſt conſider them either abſolute- 
ly, or intheir Circumſtances ; if abſolutely it is clear, their Cerritude de- 
pendeth on Arguments, for we donot give Credit to Witneſſes, but only 
upon the" account that Reaſon diftitateth we ought to believe them. Yet 
doth not this hinder them from being commonly mu in refpe& of 


the FaQ they prove, than the Reaſoning grounded on the ſame matter of + 
FaQ ; and that which diſtinguiſheth them is not their ſimpte kind, but 
the Matter, or Subje& to which they are applyed, ſeeing that an Argument 
is more Juſt and Certain, when it eſtabliſheth the Fidelity of Witneſles, 
than when ir would decide the Fa& it ſelf concerning which the Witneb- 
fes make their Depoſitions, whence it follows that the Teſtimony autho- 
riked by ſtronger Arguments, ought to be preferred [before thoſe which 
are weaker. And after this manner 'do we prove the Truth of our Sa- 
viour's ReſurreQtion,beauſe the Teſtimony of the Apoſtles, being grounded on 
. mighty Arguments, ſtands more firm, than all that: the Wir of man is a- 
ble to deviſe againſt it. Burt if the Proof taken from Witneſſes is attended 
with this Circumſtance, that is to ſay, that the Fidelity of the Witneſſes 
be agreed upon, and that this'be an acknowledged and uncontroulable Prin- 
ciple, then, I fay, thisis no longer a Mediate Proof, but an Immediate one, 
it depenting no longer on Arguments. For the Validity of a Teſtimony 
being a Point once decided, which ent'reth not into the Proof, but only as 
an undoubted Principle, it then remains only to know what the Witneſſes 
depoſe, and this is a Matter of which we may be informed by our Senſes, 
whence 


tht 
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whence it follows, we muſt examine their Teftimoriy, and that this way 
is to be preferred*before that which is Argumentative on the ſame 


Fatt. 


I F we conſider the Fathers, not in reſpeQ of their own Belief, but as 
Witneſſes of the common Belief of the Church, I confeſs, their Authority 
dependeth on Reaſonings, and that it may be queſtioned ; bur beſides, it 
would not hence follow that the Proofs drawn from Arguments in this mat- 
ter,” that is to lay, on the Churches Belief, would be more certain thart 
their Teſtimony, ſeeing their Teſtimony may be eſtabliſhed on a Reaſoning 
ftronger than theſe Proofs, and conſequently may be preferable to them. 
I ſay, beſides all this, this Point ofthe Fidelity of the Fathers is a Principle, 
we have the Advantage of ſuppoſing againſt Mr, 4r»aua, ſeeing that hither. 
to the Church of Rome hath never queſtioned it, and that we take the Fa- 
thers only from his Hands, and deſcend to the Examination of their Tefti- 
mony only out of complyance with him, as I have already mentioned : ſo 
that to ſpeak properly, we have no more todo, but only to know what hath 
bin their Doftrine. Now this is another matter of Fat, of which we think 
wecan be informed by our Eyes, andby the Light of common Senſe, and 
we cannot imagine without a great Miſtake, that there hath bin more per- 
ſpicuity pod certainty, in the Proofs drawn from Arguings ; whence I 
may conclude again, that we are at Liberty to reje& theſe Proofs, without 
troubling our ſelves with any farther Examination of them: 


IT appeareth then clear enough (I think) that Mr. Arnad's ſecond 
Chapter is but a vain 'Amuſement. And I cannot but be troubled, find- 
ing my ſelf obliged to alleadg ſeveral things which cannot-but be grievous 
to them who ſhun Contention. But Icould not but mention them, to fol- 
low Mr. Arnaud, tothe end he might not take Advantage by my leaving 


him unanſwered. 


WHAT he ſes concerning ptetended Proofs of Fat, viz. That they 
are often invalidated by Proofs fetched from Arguments, toucheth not our 
Queſtion. For there is no body denys that Reaſon doth not ſomerimes cor- 
rect a Miſtake in Senſe ; and ſometimes again invalidates the Depoſition 
of Witneſſes, whether by making it appear that theſe are Falſe-W itneſſes 
who impoſe on us, or elſe in ſhewing they themſelves are miſtaken, or 
laſtly that their Teſtimony contains quite another thing than what is pre- 
tended. But altho that Proofs of FaQt ought to be tried by Arguments,to 
know their Goodneſs, yet doth it not follow that when the Queſtion re- 
fpeQs a matter of Fact, but that the way of Proofs is to be preferred 
before that of Arguments, on the ſame Subje& ; it doth leſs follow that 
when Perſons are prevented by Proofs of Fa, that they can be made to 
alter their Judgments, by ſimple Proofs drawn from Arguments, with- 
out ſhewing them that their pretended Proofs of FaCt are not good. What 
he addeth concerning the Proofs of Fa, that they are all of *em redu- 
cible in ſome ſort to Proofs of Reaſoning, is nottrue, in reference to im- 
mediate Proofs, and whatſoever there may be of Truth in this, yer is it 
uſclefs, becauſe the Queſtion is not about a general Compariſon of Argu- 
ments with Proofs of Fa&, but concerning the Comparilon applyed to the 
Fatt ic ſelf,- which the Proof eſtabliſheth, and which lies now in Debate. 
Allthe following Diſcourſes, tonching the Fidelity of Hiſtorians, the Bat- 
tle of Canes, of Pharfulia, of Philippes;, Actinm, Ceſar, Pompey, and = 

ity 
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City of Conſtantinople, are Digreſſions which our Diſpute hath nothing to 
do with. The Proofs of the Truth of Mofess Miracles, and them ot the 
ReſurreCtion of our Saviour, are good, but they belong not to our Subject. 
If the Queſtion concerned the proving the Fidelity of the Fathers Teſti- 
mony, we would conſent tothe making uſe of Arguments, after the ſame 
manner as they are made uſe of to prove the Fidelity of AZoſes and the A- 
poſtles Teſtimony. But this is not the Point, our whole Queſtion is on- 
ly to know - what the Fathers have believed ; andfor this, Arguments are 
far leſs fit than Paſſages faithfully colle&ed from their own Writings. Mr. 
Arnauds Hypotheſis, that all our Quotations of the Fathers have bin foyſt- 
ed in them by Zohz Scot and his Followers, is, as he is pleaſed to exprels . 
it on another Occaſion, a Fartaſtical Hypotheſis, from whence he can draw 
no Advantage, and what at fartheſt can have no Ground but in the Diſ- 
quiſition of the Paſſages themſelves. And laſtly his Concluſion that the 
Proofs of Fatt, and the Proofs taken from Arguments, are either to be 
valued: or {lighted,as they are either Obſcure or Evident,Falle or True, Vain 
or Solid, and that *tis by the Quality of the Proof, and not by the kind 
of them that we muſt judge, this is I ſay adifingenious Concluſion, for it 
is true that Proofs are eſftimable or deſpicable by their Quality, and not 
by their Kind : but their Kind and the Matter to which they are applied 
ſerve to foreſhew us their Quality, and their Quality being foreknown, 
rendreth them Eſtimable or Contemptible. A Proof drawn from Argue, 
ments, being made uſe of to ſubvert a.matter of Fat, which is found e- 
ſtabliſhed by the ſight of our Eyes and common Senſe, bears, in this ſim- 
ple Compariſon, a ſufficient Number of falfe CharaQers, to make us con- 
clude that it belongs to. the number of thoſe ſubtile and looſe Proofs Mr. 
 Arnand mentions, which evaporate of themſelves, and vaniſh out of the Mind, 
as the Ayr doth out of our Months, it not being neceſſary to enter into a 
more particular Examination of them. Seeing then we have Reaſon to - 
ſuppole our Proofs are good and Subſtantial, as I made it apparentin my firſt 
Chapter, we may likewiſe well conclude in this, that the Author of the 
Perpetuity's Realonings are vain and groundleſs, and coglequently to be re- 
jected without troubling our ſelves any farther with them. 
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CHAP. IV. 


'My fourth Obſervation JuSifi'd ; viz. That we need but oppoſe our 
' Proofs of Fatt againit the Author of the Perpetuity's Arguments, 
to make them Invalid, | 


knowledgeth enough to eftabliſh the Truth and Juſtice of it. Ze 46 
not in any wiſe pretend, ſaith he, to deny him ( he means me) #he uſe 
. of his Proofs of Fatt, ( if he hath any) provided he makes 'a right uſe | 
of them, and follows the Rules of Reaſon, in ſo doing. He may then Con- 155-7. C. >: 
clude as long as he will, that the Alteration in Queſtion is poſſible, in making * '** 
it appear if he can, That it hath attually hapned. He may deny the Impoſſibt- 
lity of a thing, by proving its attual Exiſtence. All this is allowed him, nei- 
ther are we ſo unreaſonable, to deprive him of theſe kind of Proofs. He wrongs 
the Author of the Perpetuity, i charging him with ſuch a Thouwht. This 
Acknowledgment is not of ſo ſmall Importance; bur that it anfrecs to be 
conſidered ; for it perfeAly overthrows the Author of the Perpetuity's re- 
al Deſign, and makes all thoſe great Hopes he conceived of his Method, 
to vaniſh away, in two or three Periods. We have allready ſeen that he 
hath offered ir, as a ſufficient Means to convince us ; and make us confeſs, 
by the Fvidence of Truth, if we ate not deſperately Obſtinate, that the Church 
of Rome's Belief" touching the Myſtery b 4 the Euchariſt, is the ſame with 
that of all Antiquity. But this Diſcourle do's not well agree with that of 
Mr. Arnand's, For, if this Method will lead us ſo far on one Hand, as the 
making of us come to this laſt Contefſion, mentioned by the Author of 
the Perpetuity, the Difpute ends there, and our Proofs of Fa&t are Inſig- 
nificant,. feeing they. are Succors which. wilt ſtand us in no ſtead, being al- 
ready overthrown. And on the other, if we may employ our Proofs of 
FaQt againſt the Method, provided we make a right uſe of them; if we 
may deny the Impoſlibility of an Alteration, in ſhewing it hath aQually 
hapned ; we have at leaſt the Power .to Suſpend this Acknowledgment, 
to which the Author of the Method would oblige us, until fuch time as it 
is examined whether we make a right Ule of our Proofs of Fad, and draw: 
a true Concluſion from ther. But how ſhall we make theſe two Geatle- 
men agree ? Seeing one of *em would have the Diſpute ended by his Ar- 
guments; and the other would have us keep ir ſtill up by our Proofs of 
Fatt. The one pretends, we ought to reckon our ſelves Vanquiſhed as 
ſoon as ever he has done ſpeaking, and the other gives us time, and allows 
us to produce our Paſſages. It we Expound the Author of the Perpetuity's 
Meaning by Mr. Arnaud, he hath undertaken no more than the bringing us 
to make this forementioned Acknowledgment, Excluſively ; for betweeri 
lis Proofs and our Confeſſion, we may put inour Proofs of Fat, which is 
to ſay in {hort, that he hath ſuppoſed his Methodable-to effe&t any thing, but 
what it ought. And if we expound Mr. 4rna44's Meaning, by that of 
the Author of the Perperuity, he deſighs, that we'ſhall not make ule of our 
Proofs of FaCt till ſuch time as we acknowledg' there hath no Alteration 
hapned; which is to fay, that he will not.grant usthe uſe of them, til we 
confe($ 


I will be needleſs to prove this Obſervation, ſeeing Mr. Arnand ac- 
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confeſs, they are of no uſe tous. So that ſhould we comply with both 


theſe Gentlemen, we oppoſe and contradiQ our ſelves; for we muſt then 
owledg that we have bin to blame, and yet at the ſame time maintain 


that the Reaſon is on our' ſide: And fo again -we ſhall acknowledg, the 
Doarine of the Church of Rowe is the ſame with that of the Primitive 
Church, and yet till prove that there hath bin made an efſential Alterati- 
on. And thus are we guided by theſe Gentlemens Speculations. 


T O fpeak ingenuouſly, Itake Mr. Arnaud tobe a very bad defender of 
the Method ; for he not only forſakes it in a Capital Queſtion, wherein its 


. Honour is chiefly concerned, ( which is to know whether it he ſufficient to 


Convince us in the State we are in, and make us confeſs the Truth of what 


it proves ) but he moreover expoſes the Ulcleſneſs and Vanity of it, for 


if after all his Endeavours, we may {till return to our old Proofs of Fa, 


| I ſcenot any Uſe that can be made of itz unleſs it be toentangle and length- 


en out our Debate, wherefore I think it may well be laid aſide, andthe Ay- 
thor of it content himſelf with his Method of Ds{c»ſſion. 


NOW to clear up this Diſpute, it will not be amiſs to examine here, 
what Mr. rnd tells us touching theſe two forts of Methods of Preſcr ip- 
tion, and Diſcuſſion. The Method of Preſcription, faith he, is that in which, 
by the Examination of certain principal Points, the Controverſy is decided, 
the other is that in which is particularly laid down the Proofs of all the Matters 
debated, and all the Objetions pages | them anſwered, From thence he takes 
occaſion to diſcourſe of the Advantages which the Church hath over us by 
theſe Methods of Preſcription ; and afterwards coming to a Concluſion, 7+ 
zs neceſſary addeth he, For the Method of the Preſcriptions keeping its Advan- 
tapes, and producing the Benefit expetted from it, that it remain WS from 
the Method of Diſcuſſion, becauſe otherwiſe we ſhould inevitably fall into Pro- 
lixity, and the Perplexity of particular Examinations, which we intend to,avoid. 
So that, whereas the Diſcourſes deſjgned for the Diſcuſſion of particular Matters, 
ought to be written with the greateſt Exaitneſs, no difficulty, which may perplex 
the Mind being omitted in them, So on the contrary, thoſe which are made ac- 
cording to the Method of Preſcription, ought poaes'7 ru contain no more than 
may ſerve to illuſtrate the Proof which a Man intends to make uſe of, and it 
would certainly be a great Defett to joyn thereunto the Examination of particu- 
lar Queſtions, which do but. confound the Mind by their Multiplicity. At 
length he concludes, 7hat the Author of the Perpetuity conld not with Pru- 
dence undertake to anſwer Mr. Aubertin's chief Difficulties in his Treatiſe. 
That had this Treatiſe bin made according to the Method of Diſcuſſion, he had 
bin in a manner obliged thereunto, but being a Method of Preſcription he could 
n0t do it without ſpoiling his Deſign, and evidencing he underſtood not the Na- 
ture and Advantage of the Method he followed, which was ſhort, perſpicuous,ana 
accommodated to all Capacities. 


ALT this Diſcourſe is nothing to the Purpoſe, for by it we underſtand 
no more than this, that when men conſent to make ule of the Method of 
Preſcription, they muſt only ſerve themſelves with it according to the Rules 
whach 1t enjoyneth. Very good ! But this decides nothing if we are not a- 
greed, bur on the contrary, diſpute againſt it, for then the Queſtion is no 
longer, how we ought to uſe the Method of Preſcription, nor whether it 
ought to be joyned with that of Diſcuſſion, this is no longer the Point, but 
the Queſtion is only whether we ought to uſe it or not. Mr. Arnaud per- 

petually . 
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petually impoſes on his Readers, he carries them off from one place to ano- 
ther, from the matter in Queſtion, ts that which does not concern it, and 
thereupon entertains them at his Eaſe. We do not diſpute the manner 
after which the Author of the Perpet#ity ought to have ordered his Method 
of Preſcription, - ſuppoſing this were a proper Place for it, this isone of Mr. 
Armaud's Deluſions ; but our Diſpute lies, whether he could reaſonably uſe 
it againſt our Proofs, even fo far as to promiſe the Effect which he hath 
- pretended ro draw from thence. Now this is a Difference which hath bin 
already diſpatched by what I repreſented'in the forcgoirdg Chapters. And 
in efte(t, ſeeing he would convince us there hath bin no Alteration made 
touching the Fuchariſf, notwithſtanding we are prepoſſeſſed to the Con- 
trary, by literal Proofs, how can he, I ſay, take from us this Perſwaſion,and 
give us another quite contrary to it,unleſs tis Method of Preſcription hath an 
Evidence and Ceftainty beyond thiat of the Proofs aforementioned ? This 
he ought to ſhew- us, and not ſtraggle into the common place of Methods of 
Preſcription. But this would be to andertake to ſhew a thing impoilible ; 
for a Method made up of Proofs taken from Arguments : all of *em drawn 
from a gerere probabili, as the Schools term them, could not ſurmount the 
ſtrength of our Proofs of Fatt, which depend on the ſight of our Eyes and 
Senſe, a great part of which propoſe the thing imediately in it 
elf. | 
BUT how then? may we never eſtabliſh our Sentiments by a Method 
of Preſcription 2 We do not ſay ſo. We only mean thus much, that when 
the Sentiments of Perſons are oppoſed, which are grounded on Proofs of 
FaQ, and which they believe to be ( as I have already faid) as certain as 
any thing which falls under the Judgments of their Senſes, it is then I ſay 
an unreaſonable thing, to pretend to-make them alter their Opinion by a Me- 
thod of Preſcription, grounded on moral Impoſſibilities. This is the Knot 
of the Queſtion. If a man hath to do only with People prepoſleſſed in 
favour of his Opinion, he may then uſe his Method of Preſcription, to con- 
firm them in the thoughts they have already entertained. There could no- 
thing be alledged againſt his manner of Proceeding, the ſtrength of his 
Proofs are in that Caſe only to be confidered. 1f he has to do with indiffe- 
rent Perſons, that is to ſay, with fuch who have not yet taken any ſide, and 
dclire to be inſtrufted, he might then likewiſe uſe: a Method of Preſcripti- 
on, provided his Principles be well grounded, and his Concluſions more 
deciſive,than any thing which can be alkdged againſt them; There need then 
be nothing to be replied, unleſs tfere were fomething indireft in his Me- 
thod; but this could do no mote at fartheſt,but ofly oblige People to'examine 
with greater . Care the Truth of his Principles, and that of its Confequen- 
ces, and not make them reje them ; for indire& Arguments conclude fome- 
times with as great Evidence as dire&t ones. Nay I will not fear to ſay, that 
when he ſhould have to do with Perſons prepoſſeſſed with Opinions contra- 
ry to what he would perſwade them, he might then lawfully uſe a Method of 
Preſcription, for it would not be ſufficient ro ſay that a man is prepoſlefſed 
by another Method, nor object that that of Preſcription proceedeth indi- 
rectly, or follows not the Order of Nature, theſe kind of Obje&tions may 
cauſe Suſpicion ; but they ought not to proceed {o far, as to make men 
ablolutely reje& Arguments, which perhaps,. are attended with a greater 
Perlpicuity and Certitude, than thoſe which have occaſioned the Prejudice. 
But as to what concerns us, againſt whom the Author of the Perpetuity 
hath written, we are in none of theſe Circumſtances ; being not only 
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 kdbya natural and dire& Way in my Hypotheſis, and by Proofs which 


propoſe us the Point in Queſtion immediately in it ſelf ; but by Proofs which 
we believe to be above all Contradiction, and yet he would have us change 
our Minds, by Proofs which are not only indire& and mediate ones, and 
whichat fartheſt can amount to no more but meer Probabilities, being appli- 
ed tothe Subje& in hand. We have then Reaſon to ſay, that theſe are 
mear Chimeras in our reſpet, and that without conſidering them any o- 
therwiſe than in their own kind, and in the matter on which they treat,they 
cannot make ſuch a ſtrong Impreſſion on us, as to deface that which we 
have already received ; for 'tis not likely that any rational Man will be more 
affeted with Probabilities, then with folid Proofs which are grounded on 
common Senſe. 


M ORE OVER this is not the proper Place to make Compariſons, of 
the Methods of Proteſtants with them of the Church of Rome. It may be 
made apparent that we have ſurer and ſhorter ones than thoſe which it pro- 
poſeth. But this is not our Queſtion, and I am reſolved not to follow all 
Mr. Arnauds fruitleſs Digrefſions. His Words coſt him nothing, and Peo- 
ple are diſpoſed to receive them, be they what they will, as Oracles. Bur 
tis not the fame with me, for, ſhould I wander from my SubjeQ as often as 


*Hedoes, there would be few Readers who would not be tired with our De- 


bate.. I ſhall only tell him, he is miſtaken when he imagines that to be of 
our Communion, a man is obliged to an examination of all the Controver- 
fies which to this day have perplexed the Chriſtian Religion. We have 
the holy Scriptures which every man may read, or hear them Tread pub- 
lickly - Which do fully andelearly contain whatſoever is neceffary to Sal- 
vation, and by the Concurrence of Gods Grace, even the moſt illiterate 


may judge whether the Miniſter, under whom they live, is able. and wit- 


ling to ſhew them the way of Life, and whether our Society be the true 
Church. For in this Caſe we need but examine two things. The firſt 
whether we are taught in it all things clearly contained in the Word of God, 
and ſecondly, if there be nothing taught which corrupterh the Strength and 
Effica of theſe things ; for if we find in this Communion wherewithal 
toſatisty our Conſciences, and to live in the ear ood, and to aſcertain 
our ſelves in our Saviours Promiſes: and moreover, if nothing be taught or 
practiſed which overthroweth the fundamental Doftrines of Chriſtianity. 
For if nothing doth offend the Conſcience,we ought to be perſwaded,we are 
in the true Church, it being needteſs for us to enter into a Diſcuffion of all 
the Errers which have troubled, or ſtill perplex the Chriſtian Religion. Af- 
terthe ſame manner as *tis not neceſſary to Salvation, for a man to know all 
the particular Hereſies which have troubled the Peace of the Church, nor 
to make a formal and poſitive Renunciation of them, for ir is ſufficient that 
we arenot tainted with any of them, and firmly to believe the fundamen- 
tal Truths of Religion, neither is it likewiſe neceſſary to aſſure our ſelves, 
we are-in the true Church, that we inform our ſelves of the ſeveral Opi- 
nions of men : It may ſuffice us to know that the' Church of which we are 
Members, teacheth what it ought, concerning Gods Glory and our Souls 
Edification, and maintains nothing which doth not anſwer theſe Ends. 
Now this every man may find in our Church, for if he compare his Mi- 
niſters Doctrine with the Word of God, he will be ſatisfied that what he 
teacheth is exactly contained therein, he ſhall perceive likewiſe that we 
mix no DoCtrines of men with it, which overthrow its Foundation. This 
way of Examination -is ſhort, eaſy, and proportionable to the as 
| ® 
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of all People, and thereupon there may be made a Judgment, as certain as 
if every ſingle *Controverly had bin examined apart. 


THE moſt fimple then among us may live in perfeRt Peace z But it is 
not {> in the Church of Rome z for theſe Methods of Preſcription, menti- 
oned by Mr. Arnasd, are not built but upon one of theſe two Principles, 
either that the Church, which is to ſay, the Body of the People, cannot err, 
nor ceaſe to be the true Church, in ceaſing to believe whar it believes, or 
in beginning to believe that which it did not believe ; or that the repreſen- 
tative Church, that is toſay, the Councils, or the Pope, cannot err. The 
firſt of theſe two Principles is natural, the ſecond is of a Supernatural Or- 
der. Thandle not at preſent this Point, whether they are falſe or true at 
the Bottom, it ſufficeth me to ſay that they are in their own Nature ſo dif- 
ficult and require ſo much time, that to expett ordinary Apprehenſions to 
examine them, is plainly to deride them : I ſhall ſpeak of the firſt of theſe in 
the ſixth Chapter : where 1 ſhall make it appear that *tis impoſſible for a 
man to extricate himſelf out of thoſe Perplexitics whereia the Author of 
the Perpetuity engages him, or to reſt ſecure on the Grounds on which x's 
built. Tr ſuffices me to ſay, that People are not commonly ſo regular in 
things, which they believe by a diſtin Faith, but that they are willing 
likewiſe to receive new ines, and enlarge by this means the number 
of popular Myſteries. * The Author of the Perpetuity tells us, that the Truths 
of Divine Grace were neyer popular in all the Conſequences drawn from 
Theology : and yet we know that all imaginable care has bin taken to 
make theſe Conſequences popular. There has big made on this Subject, I 
know not how many Books adapted to Womens Capacity ; there have bia 
Catechiſms compiled , intit'led Catechiſms of Grace. Whieh evidently 
ſhew, it has bin believed, that it was not impoſſible to makethe People re- 
cieve by way of Illuſtration or Addition, Articles which they knew not be- 
fore, whence it follows it has bin ſuppoſed they are capable of Change ; 
for elſe to what purpoſe ſerve theſe Catechiſms, if the People cannot of 
themſelves, either diminiſh, or augment the number of Myſteries which 
they hold by a diſtiaQt Faith. This Principle is not then fo certain, but 
that it may be doubtedof, nor ſo clear, or evident in it ſelf, that the moſt 
ſimple may be aſcertained in it, having before their Eyes a Matter which 
appeareth fo contrary to it. 


AS to the ſecond, it is evident that the Queſtion of the Infallibility of 


Councals, or Popes, is not fo caſfic, that the moſt ſimple People may maſter 
it. All Societies ſeparate from the Church of Rome oppole it. If this 
Church hath this, ſhe hath it by a particular Priviledg, which muſt be ex- 
amined before it be received. For it cannot be enfertained on the bare word 
of this Church, without falling into an extravagancy and ridiculous Circle, 
which is, that we believe the Church of Rowe to be Infallibte, becauſe ſhe 
ſaies fo; and we believe what ſhe faies in this matter to be true, becauſe ſhe 
is infallible, Before that the moſt ſimple People can ——_— in its Autho- 
rity, this Authority muſt alſo appear to them to be undeniable, by things 
independent on the Church of Rome, and which may be judged of diſtiaQly 
by themſelves. Otherwiſe this would be to begin ant Argument by its Con- 
cluſion. For this would be near the matter ſuch a kind of reaſoming as this 
15. That the Church of Xome is Tnfallible in what ſhe faith; now ſhe af- 
firmeth ſhe is infallible, from whence it follows that ſh& isſo. A perſon 
in whom we ſuppoſe there is the leaſt Dram of Senſe, witt never be _ 
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vinced by this Argument. The Church of Row then muſt firſt make our 

its priviledge of /»fallibi/ity to the moſt ſimple man living, before it can 

bei poſed that ſuch a one, or any other will receive its DoQtrine, founded 
on this Principle. Now I affirm that this Diſquiſition is beyond the rezch 
of mean Capacities, for if it be proved by way of Scripture, .it,is not f5 
plainly deſcribed therein, but that the Places on which it is grounded may 
be capable of another Senſe. They are controverted Places, and a man 
muſt read whole Volums to prevent his being raſh or paſſionate in his Judg- 
ment. Now if a man be able to make ſuch a Diſquiſition, anda Judgment 
accordingly, he will then be able to enter upon the Examination of parti- 
cular ines, and to diſcern the Conformity which each of %em 
_ with the Scripture, in relation to what is produced on either 
_ 


NOW if this Doctrine be attempted to be proved by Arguments : he 
that endeavours to do this, engageth himſelf yet farther into tedious Pro- 
lixities, and Difficulties, which ſurpaſs ordinary Apprehenſions. Tn a word 

1b. 1. C.;. Mr. Arnaud doth himſelf decide the Queſtion. 7his Infallibility, ſaith he, 
P. 6  #s not athing clear in it ſelf, ſeeing it dependeth only 6n the Hill of God, which 

| he hath made known unto us by the Scripture. The Church not being aaturally 
. Tufallible, we muſt prove that it is ſuperniturally ſo, either by the Principles of 

Faith, orby a long Series ofs Arguments. Ordinary Capacities are not. able 

to examine this long ſequel of Arguments, nor ſufficiently to dilculs the 

Principles of Faith, to diſcern if this pretended Infallibility may be drawn 

thence. And *tis for this Reaſon, that the Author of the Perpetuity hath 

choſen rather to take the popular Infallibility for his Principle, than that of 


Priviledge. Mr. Arnaud teſtifies as much ; for ſpeaking of. the Impcſlibility 
of the Churches altering its Bclief on the Articles which are nor poputar, 
thatis to ſay, of this Infallibility of Priviledg now in Queſtion. , Reaſoz, 
faith he, doth mot clearly ſhew us this Impoſſibility. So that this Author ( mean- 
by ing the Author of the Perpetuity ) being arfirons to ground his Arguments os 
— Principle of Reaſon and humane Evidence, and not on a Principle of Traditi- 
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wg on and Authority, or on abſtracted and remote Argnings, he muſt then neceſſa- 


rily contain himſelf within the reach of thinzs, in which the [mpoſſibility of 4 
Change appeareth plainly by Reaſon. There are particular ways of proving that 
the Church never fell into an Error, on any Point which it propoſeth. Put it's 
evident to, Senſe, that the. whole Church cannet fall. irita Errors,. relating to 
matters of Faith, ſeeing they are diſtinitly known and underitood by all the 
Faithful, The Infallibility then of Priviledge isnot a thing which is imme- 
diately apparent to Senſe, there needs more abſtrafted and remote Argu- 
ments to prove if, whence it appears that Perſons of ordinary Capacities 
are not able to do this. Much leſs are they fit for this, ſhould this Point be 

' undertaken to be proved by the way of Tradition, for it would be to ſend 
them far enough, in obliging them to read the Fathers and Councils, to be 

 mformed in this matter ; beſides that the Fathers and Councils are themſelves 
the repreſentative Church, and whoſe Authority is now in Queſtion and 
- conſequently, their Teſtimony upon this account would: fignify no- 
thing. | | 


IT '6 then manifeſt, that common Apprehenſions not being able to aſ- 
certain themſelves in the Infallibility of Priviledze, .as I come now from 
proving, nor 1n the Point of popular Infallibility, as I have already hinted, 
and which I ſhall do more fully in the end, they cannof remain in the Church 
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of Rome, with a ſafe Conſcience, there being nothing which holds them in it 
but deceitful Bands, ſach as are, Birth, Education, Intereſt, Cuſtom, and 
the Example of others, which are things. very unproper. to determine an 
honeſt Mind in matters of Salvation. They are then obliged to range them- 
ſelves on the ſide of the Reformiſts, from whom they will receive for a 
Rule, things clearly contained in the Holy Scripture, and where they may 
be aſſured there is none of them withheld in the publick Miniſtry, and more- 
over, where there is nothing taught which corrupteth the Efficacy of Gods 
Grace. If it be replied, that we muſt firſt, ſatisfy fuch Perſons by proving 
the Divinity of the Scriptures. I anſwer firſt, that this Principle doth not fall 
under Debate, ſeeing the matter in hand relates not to the ſeveral Religions 
in the World, but only to the particular Opinions of Chriſtians, for they 
all in general acknowledg the Divine Authority of the Holy Scriptures, 
as, I anſwer, that the Church of Rowe is no leſs obliged to prove this 
* Authority of the Scriptures, than other Churches, ſeeing that before ſhe 
can make herſelf acknowledged as Infallible, ſhe muſt evidence her ſelf to 
be a Church, which ſhe cannot do, if the' Divinity of the Scripture be de- 
nyed her, and ſhe will not take the Pains to prove it ; beſides that all the 
Proofs by which ſhe pretends to eſtabliſh her Infallibility, depend either 
mediately or immediately on the Scripture, and conſequently they ſuppoſe its 
Divinity. But in fine, 1 ſay the Charatters of Divinity, which \hine in all 
parts of theſe Writings, are ſolively, and ſo many in Number, that the moft 
ordinary Capacities cannot but be afteed with .them, if they apply them- 
ſelves to the Conſideration of them, with a pure Heart and unſpotted Con- 
ſcience. Now this is it, to which the meaneſt Capacity is obliged, as well as 
the greateſt, and if they do it not, their Damnation is juſt, and their Im- 
piety without Excule. 


AND this is what I thought I was obliged to ſpeak; briefly on theſe 
pretended Methods of Preſcription, this not being a proper Place to handle 
this Point more largly. But to return to. the principal Subject of our Dil- 
pute, weare obliged to Mr. Arzaza, in that he takes it not ill, I endeavour 
to prove by ſeveral Paſſages, that the Alteration pretended to be impoſlible, 
is real and true. The Author of the Perpetuity muſtlikewile conſent to this, 
ſceing Mr. Arnazd hath faidit; and ithe doth agree to it, he muſt ſuffer me 
to draw this Conſequence, that I could have hindred the Efte& .he promi- 
ſed himſelf from his Method, which is, 9 make #s confeſs if we are not ex- 
tream Obſtinate, that the Dottrine of the Church of Rome, touching the Sacra- 
ment, is the ſame with that of all Antiquity. This Confeſſion cannot be 
juſtly extorted from us, as long as there ſhall be any reaſonable Occaſion of 
diſputing this Point between us, and the ProduQtion of ſome Paſſages of 
my Writings, ſtarteth a particular Debate, which Mr. 4raud approveth, 
for he only complains, I have not produced them in a right manner, but 
mained, and diſlocated from their Conſequences, -and that 1 have con- 
cealed ail thoſe which might be oppoſed, and underſtood. But this Com- 
plaint is Unjuſt, and he ſhould not conceal the Reaſon I alleaged to juſtify 
the form ot my Abridgment, whach is, That that Book was made in Rela- 
tion to that of Mr. Aubertins, whole Proofs I take upon me to defend. If 
he did not like to inſert two large Volums in Folio, 1nto a Preface, neither 
have I liked to puta great Voluminto a ſhort Anſwer, which contains no 
more than thirty Pages. 


I never pretended that my Abridgment alone, ſhould abſolutely — 
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his Thoughts. I know this cannot be expeted ; but I was willing to ſhew 
the way which muſt be taken for the finding out of the Truth, which is to 
make an exa& Search into the Belief of the Fathers, I defign'd to ſhew 
them of my Communion, what might be objeQtedagainſt the Author of the 
Perpetnity's Arguments, and thereby obliged him to diſpute henceforward 
in a regular manner, we may be permitted to make Abridgments of this 
kind, and thatof mine hath nothing but whar diſtinguifherth it from thar 
which we call. 4 Heap of Difficulties, the matters ot Proof with which it 
is furniſhed, their Nature and Force, docontribute that Truth to it, which 
an Abridgment ought to have, and the relation it hath to Mr. Aubertiz's Book 
makes it evident and certain. Ther? can be nothing more required to con- 
clude that the DoQtrine of the Church of Rome, is not the ſame with that 
of the. Fathers, and that there has bin made an Alteration, for the Princi- 
ples of- this are marked out, and their Conſequence doth plainly appear,that 
exaQt perſpicuity which ought eyer to accompany Arguments 1s in the 
£:4.1: C. 4, Book to which we referthe Reader; Mr. 4r»aud need not conclude then, 
P. 30, that there are Difficulties in the DoEtrine- of the Zucharift, for we may eca- 
ſily conclude from what I ſaid, that the DoArine of the Antient Church 
hath not bin the ſame with that which is taught at this Day by the Church 
of Rome. His Miſtake lies in that he has only read theſe ſind of Abridg- 


ments, which allways refer to ahother work, in ſuppoſing that the Princt- 
ples they mark out are clearly eſtabliſhed in that Book, to which they reter, 
and from whence they draw their Concluſion. And this is all that can be 
deſired in this matter, but yet this is a way of concluding ; and concluding 
*too quite another: thing than what Mr. 4r2aud imagined, viz. 7hat there 
are Diſfeculties in the Euchariſt. I confeſs that to determine ent, 


we muſt not regulate our ſelves only by this Concluſion, we muſt go to the 
Spring, and ſee whether what is ſuppoled iflues thence, but it doth not 
thence follow, that the Abridgment is 1n fault, nor that it ſhould be eſteem- 
ed as a Heap of Difficulties ; and indeed it would not be an Abridgment, if 
in effeCt it did not abridge ſome other work, wherein the Matter 1s handled 
at large. 


A Heap of Difficulties, to ſpeak properly, is a ColleQion of ſeveral Ob- 
jetions which are-formed againſt a Doftrine, without examining either the 
Grounds on which this Doctrine is eſtabliſhed, nor the Proofs or Argu- 
ments by which it is recommended, nor the Anſwers which may be made 
again(t theſe Objections, and in ſhort, without ſuppoſing any other work 
wherein all theſe things are handled. It is certain that in a Controverſy, 
this manner of proceeding is confuſed and captious, and ought not to make 
any Impreſſion on a rational Mind. But it belongs to Mr. Arnaud, to lay 
whether the Treatiſe of the Perpetuity is not of this Kind ; for as to my 
part, I find that it hath all the CharaQters of it. For being a ColleQion of 
ObjeCtions againſt our Belief, touching the Change which hath happ'ned 
concerning the ZEacharift, of moral Impoſſibilities heaped up one upon ano- 
ther, without any examination of the Grounds or Proofs of our Belief, nor 
of the Anſwers which may be made concerning theſe Impoſlibilities, and 
without any Suppoſition of another Work. ' For to tell us, as Mr. Arzaud 
doth, that he ſends us back to all the Catholick Books, this methinks, ſeems 
to be a kind of ſhifting and evading, and is not ſufficient to proteC the Frea- 
riſe of the Perperuity, from that juſt Title I have given it of a Heap of Diffi- 
culties. Now if this Author meaneth all- the Books written by Catholicks, 
when ſhall Ibe able to judge of them? This will be perhaps when I have 

run 
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rin thro above two hundred Volums. And if I ſhould ſay on the other 
ſide, that my Abridgment after the ſame manner, ſuppoſerh all the Pro- 
teſtant Books, and I lend all Perſons to them 3 Our Readers without Queſti- 
on would be very well informed and edifyed. 


BUT ſaies Mr. Arnaud, People do not uſe to call Matters which are per- 
fefHly handled,” a Heap of Difficulties, but thoſe things which are hard to be 
judged of, whereas the Author of the _— hath handled whatſoever relates 
to his Deſizn in an orderly length. anſwer firſt that this Author very im- 
perfealy handles what reſpects his Deſign in General, which is to raake 
us forſake our Belief,” concerning the Church of X#ne&s changing the Primi- 
tive Dottrine: -And ſecondly that he yet more imperfealy handles what 
reſpects his _—_ in particular, which is to ſhew the Impoſſibiliry of a 
Change ; for he does not conſider of any Anſwer which may be given his 
Arguments : fo that to ſpeak truly, it is nothing elſe but a Heap of Difficulties: 
It can bear no other Title until ſuch time as ſhall be publiſhed the two Vo- 
lums iz Folio; which Mr. Arnaud mentions to us. We will receive them 
whenſoever he will pleaſe to give *em us; but we ſhall not be in' haſte to 
make that Confeſſion, -to- which the Author of the Perpersity hath promt- 
{ed to oblige us, till we have ſeen them and in the mean time, becauſe Mr. 
Arnaud will have it ſo, we will have once more the Pleaſure, or rather the 
Pain of examining ( altho it be needleſs) the Author of the' Perpetuity's 
Proofs. - I fay becauſe Mr. Arnaud would have it fo, and not becauſe the 
realon of the thing requires it; for what he alleageth concerning the Paſſages 
of my Book, that they contain but an indirett Anſwer to th? Author of the Per- 
petuity's Argument, and therefore it is neceſſary immediately to examine what 
{ have anſwered direftly. This I fay is not aſufficient Cauſe, we ought to 
{ee rather which of us two is firſt -found in the Poſſeflion of this Argu- 
ment, that is to-ſay, which of us has bin firſt anſwered indireQly, and ir 
will appear without doubt that it hath bin my ſelf, ſeeing the Author of the 
Perpetaity hath aſſaulted Mr. Aubertiz's Book, and that he hath aſſaulted it in- 
direQly. - Whence it follows that he ought at leaſt to have begun by the Ex- 
amination of our Proots. 


CHAT YV. 
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CHAT V. 


The pretended Advantages of Mr. Arnaud attributeth to the Treas 
tiſe of the Perpetuity Examined, 


bruge cove glen ane ls ont 
Confeſfion, inthe pter, is 

ed, yet do I'not think he will be farisfied, till I have examined 

| what he faith inthe fifth and ſixth Chapters of his firſt Book. He 

will tell us without doubt, that it doth not hence follow we ſhould defer the 

ing our ſelyes up to the Arguments in the Perpersity, altho Ihave till 

iberty of oppoſing againſt them our Proofs of FaQ, and that this he 

y ſe two Chapters I laſt mentioned. Let us then 

{ce what he faies in them ; and judge of them without Partiality. 


Mr. Arnaud imediately meets with a Difficulty, For 7 much marvel, faith 
he, Mr. Claude bas not obſerved when a point of Dottrine, as ihis in Queſtion, 
&s eſtabliſhed on one fide by conſiderable Proofs, and on the other by Proofs which 
are believed to be valid, that we muſt if we intend to judge aright, compare 
theſe contrary Proofs together, and prefer the ſtrongeſt before the other ; 
whence we may ude, that it willalways be neceſſary to come to that 
whichthe Author of the Peegaaty will not yield to, which is, to examine 
our Proofs of Fa@ ; For to ſolve this Difficulty, he ſuppoſeth, frft, thar 


they who read the Treatiſe of the mm have their Sentiments alrea- 


dy wholly formed onthe Proofs of produced by Mr Aubertin and 0- 
ther Miniſters; but that theſe Sentiments are not Uniform, becauſe ſome 
judge of them from what they are in themſelves, others by what they have 
heard of them, and by external Circumſtances, which give them to un- 
derſtand what they ought to believe concerning them. That ſome do eſteem 
them, otherson the contrary ſlight them, and others again are in a Diſpo- 
ſition of Indifferency, He afterwards repreſents us with a Calvizift or Re- 
ligionary, ( for Þ isbe pleaſed to call us) who being diſſatisfied with the 
Scripture and Fathers, by reaſon of the uncertainty wherein he findes him- 
ſelf, by harkning to different Voices, which call to him from all ſides; and 
moreover leſs ſatisfied with the Divines of either Party, who cannot con- 
tent him in the Solutions which they give to the Paſſages of their Adver- 
faries; he thereupon turneth himſelf towards the Treatiſe of the Perpetn:ty, 
which ſhews him, that the DoQrine of 7ranſubtantiation and the real Pre 
ſence, heve bin received by the Greek and Zatin Churches, and in all other 
Societies, which are equally Enemies both to the Zatins and Greeks, toge- 
ther with the Impoſlibilities which are in this inſenfible Change, which 
the Miniſters have invented ; whereupon this Ca/viniſt determines, in for- 
ſaking all theſe Doubts, to believe the ſame which 'is believed thro out all 
the Earth, ſeeing the whole World would never believe it, if it had not 
derived this Faith from the Channel of Tradition. And for as much as this 
Contrivance could not be well ended, unleſs I were brought in as a Party, 
he therefore introduces me, with my Aubertiz in my hand oppoſing this Re- 
ſolution. But my Mouth is imediately ſtopt, beivg told, thatthele Proofs 
| are 
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are Unſatisfaftory,. and thus am I ſent away with my Ahetorick and £4- 
thuſiaſmes. | 


BUT this being no more than a Suppoſition, it muſt be cſtabliſhed. And 
for this Effet, Mr. Arnaud calls to his Aſſiſtance ſeveral learned Divines 
from Germany, Switzerland, France, and Holland, by whole Suffrage he 
concludes, that the Fathers are rather againſt us than for us, in what con- 
cernsthe Euchariſt, or that at leaſt, the Proofs taken from Paſſages. out of 
their Writigs are very uncertain. And ſo here is already the underſtand- 
ing People among us convinced, and as for others that are not able to make 
a Judgment themſelves, they muſt have recourſe to Perſons of greater 
Knowledg, by which means both the one, and the other, are obliged to rend- 
er themſelves up to that Evidence which appears in the Treatiſe of the Per- 
petuity, becauſe our Proofs of Fact cannot be accounted by them, but as 
unevident and uncertain : and moreover this Treatiſe being fitted to all Ca- 
pacities, and grounded on the Light of common Sence, it may be under- 
ſtood by all in general. This is the Summary of the fifth Chapter. 


I 'N the ſixth Chapter, he extends his Pretention a great” way farther, 
for having gained the Learned and. Unlearned to his ſide, he will not ſuf- 


fer even thoſe who are obftinate amongſt us to eſcape his Hands, /t zot | org C. 6. 


being neceſſary for this, ſaith he, to enter into an Examination of all thoſe 
Paſſages, without which Mr. Claude would make us believe that the Treatiſe of 
the Perpetuity can prove nothing. But leſt this Pretention ſhould at firſt 
amaze People, obſerve after what ſort he declares his meaning. He faith 
then, that our Proofs of FaCt appearing to us evident on one hand, and 
the Proofs of, the Treatife of the — on the other ; theſe two con- 
trary Evidences neceſſarily cauſe a ſuſpenſion of our Judgments, and hin- 
der us from determining, and throw us upon Doubts and Uncertainties. 
And thus far tends the Treatiſe of the Perpetuity, which leading us hither, 
Mr. Arnaud takes us in hand and tells us, we cannot any longer refuſe to 
leave our Se, and paſs over to the Catholick Religion, firſt becauſe rhe 
Church of Rome is the Maternal, Original, Succefſive, and Catholick So- 
ciety, from which we muſt never make aſchiſme. Secondly, becauſe we 
mult ever be fully convinced of this Churches Errors, before we feparate 
from it, and at the ſame time have a full certainty of the Purity of that So- 
ciety we are of, to keepinit. Thirdly, becauſe the Church is in Poſſeſſion 
of the Miniſtry, of the ordinary Vocation, and Authority, and that the Mi- 
niſters who have not been above a hundred years ftanding, have, none of 
theſe things. Fourthly, becauſe that People-of ordinary Capacities amongſt 
us, being obliged to yield themſelves to the Proofs of the Perpetuity, and 
conſequently to return to the Church of Rme, they ought to ſerve for Ex- 
amples to the Judicious, it being impoſſible for us all not to return to this 
Society, to which the greateſt part of Men muſt neceſſarily belong. Laſtly 
he confeſſeth, that all theſe Arguments ſuppoſe the Proofs of the Treatiſe 
are clear and iubſtantial, and maintains that he may reaſonably make this 
Suppoſlition, to convince me I haye no other way left to defend my elf, 
than by ſhewing theſe Proofs of the Treatiſe are Invalid, and ſo by conſe- 
quence I ought not to beat the Ayr as I have done, by declaming againſt the 
Author of the Perpetuity's Method. 


AND thus have I Epitomiz'd theſe two mighty Chapters, in which 
Mr. 4rzaud hath taken care toiliuſtrate the glorious Deſigns of the Author 
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of the Perpetuity, and this perhaps being one of the moſt important Points 
in his whole Work, he has therefore ſpent thereupon the greateft part of 
his Witand Eloquence. Yet howſoever it comes to paſs I know not, we are 


. fo differentin our Apprehenſions, that having beheld the explication of all 


this curious ProjeQ, I have found nothing at all therein of Reaſon, nor co- 
herence of Parts, neither in his Suppoſitions nor Conſequences, and this I 
ſhall briefly and clearly manifeſt, 


FIR ST, methinks that Mr. £rnaud impoſes on the World, in propo- 
fingas it were from us, a Difficulty, which weakens our Caule, altho it do's 
not concern us. For Ido not pretend that one of our Commumon, into 
whoſe Hands ſhall be put the Treatiſe of the Perpetnity, and who is able to 
read it, is abſolately obliged, before he forms his Judgment thereupon, to 
make a particular Compariſon of our Proofs, with thoſe of that Treatiſe ; 
I maintain that he may reje& theſe laſt, by the general Conſideration alone 
which he may make, without entring into the Examination of each Parti- 
cular, becauſe thatin this general View he will find ſufficient Grounds for 


, rejeting them, viz. That they amount to no more but bare Probability,nor 


cannietequal our Proofs of Fa& in Clearnefs and Solidity, which are ground- 
ed on common Sence. Whence it follows that the Proofs of this Treatiſe 
ought not to be admitted, and that if we take the trouble to examine them, 
'tis out of Condeſcenfion, not Neceflity. | 


I'N the ſecond place Mr. Arnaud has not exaftly reckoned up the ſeve- 
rel ranks of Men, who may profitably read the Treatiſe of the Perpernity. 
For the greateſt part of - in our Communion, | jacging this Peruſal 
needleſs, will not mind it, for they will neither have ure nor Curiolity 


enough for this ; the Title alone will diſguſt them ————_ any 
farther. Butthen he will ſay that theſe are unjuft and obſtinate Perſons. 
Fe believe it a Point of Raſhneſs to judge of 4 piece of Ground before we have ' 
heard the Owners Experience of it , would it not then be a more inexcuſable 


Raſhneſs to pretend to judge of a Difference which _ our Salvation, by Ar- 
guments offered only on one ſide, in offering our ſelves to be tranſported by the 
firſt Impreſſiows ? The leaſt which ought to be done by them, who pretend to judge 
of Differences in Religion, is to hear both Parties, and weizh their Reaſons. 
I anſwer, that theſe Perſons I mentioned, will a&t very Juſtly and Reaſo- 
nably in doing what I ſaid, For there being two Queſtions, the one touch- 
ing what we ought to believe concerning the Euchariſt, and the other touch- 
ing what has bin believed by the Primitive Church. The firſt Queſtion be. 
ing once diſpatched, we need not trouble our ſelves about the ſecond. Now 
as concerning the Perfons in our Communion, the firſt Queſtion is ſolved 
to them by the Word of God. For this is the Fountain and Rule of our 
Faith. "This is it which judgeth us all, and had the Author of the Perpe- 
tuity guided his Reaſonings by this Principle, there is not one of us but 
would gladly hearken we, but inſtead of this, he immedaately tells us 
of nothing but the Conſent of all Ages, and perſwades himſelf, that hence- 
forward the Miniſters will be no more hearkened to, when they ſay in ge- 
neral, that we muſt only apply our ſelves to the Word of God. 


T HIS Queſtion touching the Conſent of all Ages, may be decided 
three ways Firſt} by the Rules of Chriftian Charity ; Secondly, by the 
Confidence we ought to have in our Saviours Promiſes, and cares of his 
Providence ; Thirdly, by an exa@ Knowledg of the Hiſtory of all _ 
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Now this laſt means being above the Capacity of moſt People, is need- 
lefs. Iris enough to a well meaning Perſon, that he ſees in Scripture what 
he ought to believe, touching the Zachari#, and thereupon charitably pre- 
ſames, that the Fathers have not deviated from this Faith into Capital Er- 
rors. Itſufficeth him to believe that our Saviour's Promiſes to the Church; 
that he would never forſake it, have had their accompliſhment, and what- 
ſoever Clouds have fallen on the Miniftration of it, by the mixture of mens 
Devices with Gods everlaſting Truths, yet has our Saviour taken care to 
preſerve the Paithful, and execute the Decree of his BleQtion. So that ſuch 
a one has no need to mw himſelf with Hiſtory, nor with reading over 
of three or four wake Volums, which will not yield him the leaſt Satif- 
faftion, much leſs need he entangle himſelf in the Author of the Perperus- 
ty's Method, whichis a fourth way the World hath yetnever been acquaint- 
ed with. When ſuch a Perſon hears of Mr. Aubertin's Book, and the account 
he gives of the Change which hath hapued, 1 doubt not but he is glad to 
hear that even by this way, which is only proper to the Learned, the Truth 
he believes has bin illuſtrated, neither do I doubr but he believes with a 
humane Faith, what is told him coricerning it z but we muſt not imagine 
that his Belief touching the Euchariſt hath changed its Foundation, and left 
its Relyance on the Word of God, for it remaineth ſtill where it was; fo 
that when he ſhould be queſtioned concerning the ſolidity of Mr, Aubertin's 
Proofs, or that of any other Miniſter, relating to this SubjeQ; he will nor 
be troubled about it, nor farther concern himſelf ia theſe Debates, for he 
knows his Incapacity. He will content himſelf with a favourable Opinion 
of the Fathers, and with his Confidence in God, leaving theſe Debates to 
thoſe that have Skill to manage them. 


NOW as to ſach as contemna Mr. Aubertizs Book, 1 know none in our 
Communion of that number, and perhaps in the Church of Rome, there 
will be found as few of that Mind, if we except Mr. 4rzard and his Friends, 
who have given their Judgments about it, after a very flighting and pe- 
remptory manner. But Iſhall not take any farther Notice of this here, but 
continue my Obſervations. I do affirm then, I never yet had the Luck to 
meet with this' wretched Ca/vinift whom he has deſcribed in ſuch pitriful 
Strains. I was never yet told, 7hat the Scripture fills the Mindwith Doubts, 
which it doth not reſolve, and that ſuch a Perſon finds the Writings of the Fa- 
thers Obſcure, and that the Divines of either Party could not ſatisfy him, and 
there was nothins but the Arguments of the Perpetuity which conld win his 
Heart. 1s not this ſuch a Model of Calviniſm as Mr. Arnaud defires,drawn 
from an Idea of his own Conceiving, and offered to them who would hence- 
forward be of the number of its Proſelytes. But what likelyhood is there 
that any man to become Mr. Arnaud, or the Author of the Perpetuity's Pro- 
ſelyte, would Sacrifice the Scriptures, Fathers, and Divines of both parties 
to them. Whixz Probability I ſay is there that their Pretention ſhould fo far 
prevailupon any man ? Howlſoever it be, it's an idle Fancy to imagine that 
a Perſon who is really of our Communion can fall into this Condition, and 
thereupon take up a Refolution of changing his Belief ; and the Proof which 
Mr. Arnaud gives us isentirely faulty, for it can at fartheſt but conclude 
- an Uncertainty, touching the Fathers, but not at all as it relates to the 

Word of God, from which a good man will never depart, even when he 
ſhall fall into Doubts touching the Opinions of the Farhers. 


BUT ket us ſe who theſe Perſons are, who are repreſented to us float- 
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ing.on Doubts andScruples. =_y are two ſorts of Perſon, the moft know- 
ins Miniſters on one hand, and all the unlearned Calviniſts oz the other. It is 
moſt Falſe, faith Mr. Arnauc., that the moſt able Miniſters are perſwaded the 
Fathers are manifeſtly for them. To which he addeth, that all Proteſtants 
of mean Capacities, who are not able to make this Search, are raſh in be- 
lieving it, and cannot be perſwaded of it but by a fond Humor. The for- 
mer of theſe Points is grounded on {light Proofs. Obſerve here the firſt 
of them. Lewis Zavater relates that Occolampadins began to doubt of the 
Truth of 7ranſubſtantiation and the Real Preſente, in reading St. Auſtins 
Works ; that he was ſtrengthened in his Doubtings by reading of the E- 
vangeliſts ; that he immediately rejeQs his firſt Thoughts, by conſidering 
res Dottrines were generally entertained ; yet being willing to overcome 
this weakneſs of Mind, he applyed himſelf to the reading of the Fathers ; 
but could not be fully ſatisfied by them, becauſe he oftentimes met in their 
Writings, with the Expreſſions of the Body and Blood of Chriſt in the Sacra- 
ment. Whereupon at length rejeQting the Authority of men, he wholly 
applied himſelf ro the Word of God,and then the Truth appeared more clear- 
ly uato him. This Teſtimony concludes nothing unleſs it be this, that it is 
not eaſy for a man that has imbibed the Principles of the: Romiſh Church 
from his Infancy, to diſcover immediately the Truth, ſeeing that Occolam- 
padins who perceived the firſt Beams of it ſhining in St. Aufins Works, and 
afterwards received deeper Impreſſions by reading of the Holy Scriptures, 
was puzled by geading, the Fathers, ll ſuch time as he wholly applyed 
himſelf tothe ſtudying of the Word of God, by which he was put out of 
Doubt, and afterwards came more eaſily to the Knowledg of the real Do- 
Qtrine of the Fathers, whoſe Writings from that time he vehemently urged 
againſt all oppoſers of the Truth. This ſhews us the ſtrength of Prejudice, 
and how neceflary it is for the Underſtanding of the Fathers, to become firſt 
well exerciſed in the Holy Scriptures. 


AS to the Centariators of Magdebourg, it is known they held the Ausbouyg 
Confeſſion, and taught the DoCtrine of the Real Preſence, and conſequently 
are not competent ; nm inthis Controverſy.” -For they .have bin greatly 
concerned to have the Fathers on their ſide, wk of them chooſing rather 
to impoſe rhe Sence of Tranſubſtanciation on the indefinite general Expreſ- 
fions, which import that the Bread is made the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, or 
that it is changed into the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, rather than to. underſtand 
them in a myſtical Sence, which would oyerthrow their Do&rine. How- 
ſoever it be, they are not of the number of our Miniſters, and Mr. Arnaud 
ought not to ſtray thus beyond the Bounds of this Controverſy. 


THAT Paſſage of Scaligers which he urgeth againſt us, is taken out of 
one ofthe moſt impertinent Books as ever was written, and Mr. 4ra%d hath 
more Leaſure than he pretends, ſeeing he ſets himſelf upon inquiring after 
ſuch kind of Proofs. This Book being a Colleftion of what Scaliger is pre- 
tended to have diſcourſed in a familiar Colloquy, which is ſtuffed with all 
manners of Fooleries, and Abſurdities. Fox the School Boyes, from whoſe 
Memoirs theſe Exercitations were committed to the Preſs, have inſerted 
whatſoever came into their Hcads, after a childiſh and inconſfiderate man- 
ner, which ſhews us they had not yet arrived to years of Diſcretion. More- 
over Mr. 4rzand informs us himſelf that one of theſe Youths who helpt to 
make this Rhapſody, turned Roman Catholick, which might well tranſport 
him by a Zeal common to young Converts, to make his Maſter ſpeak : 
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wordor two in favour of Tranſubſtantiation, Mr. Arnaud ſeems moreover 
ro ſpeak of Miniſters, but it is known by every one that Sa/iger was none. 


WITEMBOG ARD was one of the chiefof the Arminiaz Party, in- 
tereſſed againſt the French Miniſters, neither is he a Witneſs to be fully be- 
lieved in what he tells us concerning Caſesbvz ; yetif what Spondanns has 
written of Caſaubon, be true, we muſt acknowledge that this Perſon, who 
altho otherwiſe was extraordinarily learned, did not excel in Judgmetit. He 
was 4 man, faith he, of a fickle Mind, and ever wavering in maters of Re. LG nd 
ligion, he was willing to pleaſe both Parties, and by that meats pleaſed nei- 3 ._;1.r coo, 
ther. Itis very likely that near Familiatity he had with Cardinal Perron, ors. 11. 
drew him into this ambiguos Humour, which ought not to be made uſe of 
againſt us, much leſs to be propoſed as an Example for the — 
our Candut. And beſides he may more juſtly be {aid to be Critick than 


2 Miniſter. 


I Thall not here trouble my ſelf with what is alleaged concerning Socinas 
andhis Followers ; for there is a great deat of Paſſion and Injuftice ſhewed, 
in Confronting them with us, ſeeing the Point here in Queſtion 1s what 
our moſt knowing Miniſters hold about this matter ; I confels the Socinians 
reje&t 7ranſubſtantiation and the Real Preſence, but it is moreover ſo much 
their intereſt to decry the Do&trine of the Fathers, that *tis no marvel if 
they ſpeak ſo unjuſtly of them. They have built on the antieat Herelies of 
Photinus, Macedonius, and Pelagins, and ſeeing themſelves oppoled by 
Councils, and by the writings of the Fathers, this hath moved them not on- 
ly to have no reſpe& forthem; but likewiſe to lay to their charge things 
which they never believed; to the ead they might render them odious, and 
mart theit Credit. So that Mr. Arnaud, impoles on us ( when he tells us ) 


that the Socinians have no intereſt in acknowledging that the Writings of the _ be Fo 
' 7. . p 


Fathers favour the Catholicks, and that it would have bin more to their Aa- 
wvantageto deny this, The contrary of which is apparent. 


WHEN he ſhould produce ſome of our Miniſters who doubted whe- 
ther the Writings of the Fathers favour us in the point of the Zuchariſft, or 
whoeven believed they were againſt us, ſhould this agg ſo ſtrange to us? 

- 


It is not an eaſy matter fora man to diſentangle himlelf out of all the cor- 
rupt paſſages which are faſly attributed to the Fathers, and ſet forth un- 
der their Names, and from all the Artifices made uſe of to diſguiſe their + 
DoQtrines. I have writtena Chapter on purpoſe in my Anſwer to Father 
| Woiiet, wherein I produce ſeveral Examples of this, which the Readers ma 
perule at their Leafure. Even Caſz«bon himſelf whom 1 now mentioned, 
is one of them who hath fallen into this Snare, for he hath taken two prepa- 
ratory Prayers for the Maſs, to be the true and undoubted Works of St. 
Ambroſe, altho that in effe&, they are compoſed by 4nſe/me Biſhop of Car- 
terbury. Now if any Perſon has bin deceived like Czſaubon, and doubted 
whither the Fathers were for us, mult this be ufed as a Proof againſt us, 
ought ſueh a ones Miſtakes to be the Rule of our Thoghns, this certainly is 


contrary to reaſon. 


BUT for one Miniſter or two whom Mr. 4r»4zd can bring againſt us, 
we can produce a great number who have not heſirated in this matter. Ca/- 
vin himſelf, wholived in a time when theſe Fopperies were ſcarely diſco- 
vered, yet aſſerts that the Fathers bave retained the pious and orthodox Sence 
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of this Myſtery, and affirms, hat not having found them at all to derogate 
from.the only Sacrifice 7A Feſus Chriſt, he. could not therefore conſent to the 
charging of themwith Impiety, altho he doth not think them wholly excuſable in 
the form of the Attion. To Calvin we may add Cook ( who was Tutour to 
King Zaward of England, and ſuppoſed to be Author of a Book intit'led Di- 
allatticon , ) Thomas Crammer Arch-Biſhop of Canterbury ; Bp. Fewel, Peter 
Martyr; the Author of the Orthodox Treatile ; Andrew /olan, the Divines 
of the Univerlity of FHeydelberg; Du Moulin, Chamier, Rivet, Faucheur, : 
Meſtreſat, and Bloxdel , not to mention Du Pleſſis , and Mr. De Sawmaiſe, 
nor ſeveral others who have written on this Subject, by the Teftimony of 
the Fathers ; which ſheweth with how great precipitation Mr. Ar»aud hath 
aſſerted : - that it is moſt falſe, the moſt knowing Miniſters are perſwaded the Fa- 
thers are manifeſtly for them, and the Solutions they give their Paſſages are 
good and Solid. | | | 


W H ATT he mentions concerning Mr.Dai/le, is taken 1n a contrary Sence ; 
for he never deſigned to deny the Advantage we have in the Fathers touch- 
ing the Euchariſt, nor leave it to be queſtioned. His Book againſt Mr. Adarr, 
and Cottiby is an authentick Proof of this, and being as yet thro Gods Grace, 
in a Capacity'to declare his own Thoughts, 'there needs no more but to ask 
his opinion touching this.Point, and ſee what Anſwer he will make. There 
will appear [no Difference berwixt his - Opinion and mine, provided his 
Words are underſtood as he meant.them. 


- Mr. Daille ſais, *tis a hard matter to pather from the Writings of the Fathers, 
their Opinions touching thoſe Articles in Religion, about which we differ, becauſe 
the matters they treat of are for the piaſyerd very.remote. His meaning, 1s 
that it is a hard matter to find a formal and expreſs Declaration of their Sence 
in theſe matters ; which ſhould be declared in ſuch Termsas theſe, 7 deny, 
or affirm, "1 approve, or coudemn, T rejeit, or receive; and the Reaſon he al 
leages do's ſufficiently confirm this :, for he ſaies, 7hat the Matters they treat 
of are remote from our Controverſies, and that they thought not of us when they 
wrote. | 


' MY Sencediffers not from his, and therefore 1 {hall not fear to ſay with 
him, that they that expet? to find the Belief of the Fathers clearly ſet down in 
their Writings, are generally miſtaken, even as he who thinks to meet with the 


' Aﬀettions-and Deſires of his Mind amongſt the wy of Bells. And indeed, if 


we expett to find a poſitive and preciſe Rejection. of the Romiſh DoQtrine in 
the Writings of the Fathers, like unto that which is at this day amongſt us, 
we ſhall be much miſtaken, and the Reaſon-is apparent, in as much as the 
Doctrine of: the Church of Rome being not extant in the time of the Fathers, 
they havenot expreſly condemned it, for men are nor wont tocondemn O- 
pinions before they appear. Yet do's not this hinder but that the Fathers are 
againſt 7r anſubſtantiation, by way of Negation, that is to ſay by their Si- 
lence, becauſe they never inſerted it amongſt the Articles of their Faith,they 
never propounded it to their Hearers, nor unfolded the Myſteries of it, nor 
defended its Conſequences, as doth the Church of Rome, as they bad with- 
out queſtion done, had they believed it. And this is what Ifay; and Mr. 
Daille dos not gainſay it ; but on'the contrary a few lines after what Mr. -4-- 
zaud has recited, he lays down this general Propoſition : 7hat the filence of 
the Fathers on the controverted Points which they ſo much value, is of ſome 
weight, and amounts perhaps to a clear. Proof”; but ſurely not in favour of them 
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who hold the Affirmative. So far Mr. Daille and 1 Dell preciſe y the ſame 
language. But Iaffirm likewiſe, that beſides the filence of the Fathers there 
is to be found ſeveral things in their Writings; inconfiſtentewith the Belief 
of 7ranſub#antiation, and the Real Preſence, and I hold this Proof doth e- 
vidently conclude they did not believe theſe DoQrines ; Mr. Dail{e ſpeaking 
in general of this Order of Proofs, faith, he freely confeſſeth that every wiſe 
mans Faith is as 4 Body, whoſe parts have a dependance on each other. So that we 
may know by the things he expreſſeth, what he thinks of thoſe which he expreſſeth 
not, whether he doth believe them or not, it being unlikely he would admit what 
doth evidently oppoſe his Opinions, or rejed# their neceſſary Conſequences, to 
which he addeth, that he does acknowledg that this way of handling the Hri- 
tings of the Fathers would be moſt profitable, and more proper to dive into their 
bottom, than any other, provided we ſuppoſe two things, the one, that the Be- 
lief of the antient Doitors js all of a Piece, and does no way contradict it ſelf, 
and the other, that he who would judge after this manner, muſt have a piercing 
Hit, agood Memory, and a Fudgment free from Prejudice. 


AS to the firſt of theſe Suppolitions, he faith, that it is not abſolutely 
out of doubt; and as to the other, that all theſe Qualities do ſeldom meet 
in one man. What he faies is true, in this general Conſideration. But 
this does not hinder me from adding, that in the particular caſe of 7ranſub- 
ftantiation, and the Real Preſence, the firſt ſuppoſition is out of doubt ; and 
the ſecond is not abſolutely neceſſary. To make this apparent, we need bur 
conſider, on one hand the rank theſe DoQtrines hold in a Church which be- 
lievesthem, and onthe other, the number and nature of thoſe things whick 
oppole them in the Writings of the antient Fathers. The Example of the 
Church of Rowe ſhews us, that they that believe them, reſpe& them as in- 
violable Myſteries which muſt not be called in queſtion, and ſuch as are of 
greateſt Importance in Religion, and which mult be defended againſt the 
ContradiQton of Senſe and Reaſon, and for which we. ought to be armed 
with the greateſt Caution, as being in ſhort, Myſteries which are daily re- 
preneng us, intheir Celebration and Participation of them, which ſhould 

diſtinly known by all the Faithful, and cleerly and plainly raughr the 
People, to the end every one may know that what he receiveth rp pro- 
| Subſtance of his Saviour, and give him the. Worſhip due to a Creator. 

hence it follows, that if the antient Church belieyed theſe things, it has 
believed them in this Degree, and that 'tis not poſſible but the Fahers in 
general would take ſuch care as not to maintain things which overthrow 
them, or rejeQ others which are the neceſſary Conſequences of them. It 
is not poſſible I ſay,that they ſhould all of *em be thus inconſiderate as to aſſert 
-—- pea ns. which may juſtly ſcandalize their Followers and that in ſo tick- 
liſh and well known a Point, as is that of the Subſtance of Jeſus Chriſt,which. 
they every day Teceived. Onthe other hand, if we conſider the Nature and 
Number of things to be met with in the Writings of the Fathers, contrary 
to 7ranſubſtantiation and the Real Preſence, we ſhall obſerve they are con- 
trary tothem by a primary, immcdiate and evident contrariety, for which 
there isno need of a ſharp Wit, nor great Memory, but a ſound underſtand- 
ing, and diſintereſſed Judgment : we ſhall find that theſe things are ingrear 
Number, and as well prevail over a mans Mind by their Multitude, as their - 
Quality. And this Mr. Daille has not denyed, fo that as I do not thwart 
his Rule,ſo he does not oppoſe my Exception, therefore there is no Contra- 
diction betwixt us. 
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BUT Mr.. &na%d will reply, Me. Daills do's oppoſe our Exception, for 
he applies his Ruleto the SubjeQt of the Zucharift, acknowledging that as 
there are Paſſages in the Fathers Writings, which ſeem to be inexplicable, in 
the Church of Romes Sence, ſo there are likewiſe ſome which can in no wiſe admit 
the Senceof the Proteſtants, as them which expreſly import that the Bread chang- 
es its Nature, that by the Almighty Power of God'it becometh the Fleſh of the 
Hord : and ſuch like. If Cardinal Perron, ſaith he, and other ſublime Hits on 
both ſides, proteſt they find no Difficulty, we muſt acknowleag they ſaid it only out 
of a Bravadoe, turning the beſt ſide outwards, or elſe that the reft of the Vorld 
are very dim ſighted to perceive nothing but Darkneſs, where theſe People behold 
nothing but Light. And elſewhere, raking notice of ſome Paſſages: ( which 
ſeem to deny the Conſtibſtantiality of the Son, determinedin the Council of 
Nice, which are to be met with in the Writings of the Fathers who pre- 
ceded that Council. Ze# the Fathers, addeth he, affirm or deny that the Eu- 
chariſt ;s really the Body of Chriſt, they will not for all this contradict thy Opi- 
non, whoſoever thou art, whether Romaniſt or Proteflant, more - ſtrongly than 
the Fathers of. Antioch did in appearance contradit# them of Nice. 7o which 
we may now add, that as the Arians had no reaſon to draw to their Opinion, and 
alleage, as deciſive parts of their Oneſtion, ſuch tranſient Diſcourſes as were in- 
nocently meant by the antient Fathers, without any Deſizn of treating on this : 
fo likewiſe we have no cauſe, neither thou T ſay nor 7, to alleage as Sentences pro- 
nounced in our caſe, which has bin ftated but of late, the ſayings of the Fathers, 
which were written by them on other matters, ſeveral Aves before our Controver- 
ftes began, concerning which they have expreſſed themſelves very differently and 
obſcurely, and even Tveritdes in appearance contradittorily. Having ſhewn af- 
terwards that the Fathers deſigned to be obſcure in their Diſcourſes concern- 
ing the Z«chariſft, to hide this Myſtery from the Catecumeniſts. 


8E AE ING ther, faith he, that in this and other Matters, they defiened 
#0 conceal their Thoughts, we muſt not therefore wonder, if their Expreſſions 
have bin oftentimes obſcure, and that which commonly is an effect of Obſcurity, 
if they. ſeem ſometime to differ and contraditt one another. 


I anſiver that this being: well underſtood, doth not at all obſtrut my Ex- 
ceptian, nor what I ſaid in my Anſwer to the Perpetuity. Mr. Daille ſpeaks 
of the particular Judgment which we may make of ſome Paſſages of the 
Fathers produced by both Parties ; and I ſpeak of the general Judgment 
which ought to be made on the whole Body of our Proots, and Difficulties 
brought againſt them z and as to what Mr, 4rzaad alleageth concerning my 
Anſwer,wherein I ſpeak touching the Sence which People Aljiſted by the light of 


the Porpctu'9 Scripture, (trength of Reaſon, and plain Tuſtruttions of their Miniſters, may 
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give to the myſtical Expreſſions, which were then in uſe. Theſe are things 
wholly different. TI do not deny butrhat there are ſeveral difficult Places in 
the Writings of the Fathers. Some of which Mr. Dail{e has taken Notice 
of. He needed not be brought in queſtion for this, ſeeing I plainly delive- 
red my Mind touching this matter, inthe beginning of my Anſwer. 7 af 
firm that the way of ſeeking the Truth touching the Euchariſt, by rhe Dodtrine 
of the Fathers, 'is in it ſelf a way which is indiref, prepoſterons, and very tet» 
ous, wherein we have great cauſe to fear Miſtakes and Wandrings. Thele are 
my Words,and Mr. Dai/l/#has {aid no more,and I do ſtill afirm,that if a man 
examines theſe Paſſages apart, and proteſts he finds no obſcurity in them, we 


cannot but take theſe his Proteſtations for Bravadves.But this does not hinder 
| but 
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but that the general Judgment we ought to make of the Belief of the Fa- 
thers touching the Euchariſt, and which reſulteth from an exaCt conſidera- 
rion of the Proofs relating both to one fide and the other, 1s undoubtedly on 
our ſide, whether theſe particular Paſſages; which ſeem ar firit to be dith- 
cult, are illuſtrated by others which ſhew the real Sence of them, or when 
their Difficulty ſhould remain, it is overcome by the Number and Evidence 
of the contrary Proofs, The Conſiderations which Mr. Daille makes on theſe 
difficult Places, doin themſelves contribute to the Eſtabliſhment of the cer- 
titude of this general Judgment, which I mentioned : for they diſcover to 
us the Cauſes of this Obſcurity, they give us the like Examples in other Mat- 
ters, and by this means lefſen the Offence which may be taken at themand 
ſatisfy a mans Mind, 


BUT he ſaith, that neither the Romaniſts, uor the Foeeflats have any rea- 1t;d, 
ſon to alleage as Sentences pronounced on our Differences which aroſe but of late; « 
the Diſcourſes of the antient Fathers, written by them upon other matters, ſeve- 

ral years before. What he faith is true, for we ſhould be to blame, ſhould 

we take them for declaratory Sentences. But this hinders not but we ma 

Rill conclude, they held not 7ranſub/tantiation, and the Real Preſence, becauſe 
that if they had held theſe DoQAtrines, they would not have expreſſed them- 
{elves as they do, Neither doth this deprive us of the Liberty of proceeding 

by way of Nega which is to conclude by their Silence in theſe DoQtrines, 
that they held therfWort. Neither does this moreover hinder, but that after 

a due Conſideration of all theſe affirmative and negative, Proofs, we may 
make a certain and deciſive Judgment on the Queſtion touching the Do- 
Arine of the antient Church in our own Favour. So that Mr. frzaud has ſpent 

his time to no purpoſe, when he undertook to ſhew this pretended Contra- 
riety, which he affirms to be between Mr. Daille and me: 


But Mr. Dailles Deſion, faith he, 7s to ſhew in general, that we muſt not TY | 
take the Fathers for Fudges of Controverſies, and eſpecially in that of the Eur p 3 © 


chariſt. Iacknowledgit, becauſe theſe Difficulties he mentions, doſhew ' "oO 


this way is long and troubleſom ; and that we meet in it ſuch Entanglements 
as are hardly to be ſurmounted, and therefore this 1s not a proper means for 
all ſorts of Perſons, but only for thoſe that have time and all other neceſſary 
helps. This Ido not deny, but on the contrary do ever affirm, that the ho- 
ly Scripture is the only certain Rule, and our having recourle to the Fathers 
is but by way of, Condeſcenſion. I ſay farther that if they to whom this 
way does properly belong, would proceed in it with that Sincerity and Dili- 
genee which 1s neceſſary, they would eaſily be able by the Guidance of com- 
mon Senſe, to make this Evident and certain Judgment ; That the antient 
Church believed not what the Church of Rome does at this preſent : and this 
Mr. Daille will acknowledg as well as I. 


IF I have inſiſted too long on this Subje&t *ris becauſe I believed I 
ought ro reprehend Mr. Arnaud for his Injuſtice towards two Perſons whom 
he would fain ſet at. Variance, by making of them contraditt one another, 
Butretura we to the reſt of our Obſervations. 


CHAP VI, 
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CHAP. VL 


A farther Examination of the pretended Advantages which Mr. Ar- 
.  naud attributes to the Treatiſe of the Perpetuiry. 


naud aſſures us, vis. that all that are of Mr. Daill&s Mind ( that 

is to ſay, who are perſmaded they muſt not decide the Queſtion touch- 

ing the Euchariſt, by the /ritings of the Fathers, ( ſeeing they are 
ſo obſcure and intricate, that it is a hard matter to make them agree, ) cannot re- 
fuſe to render themſebues up to the Proofs of the Perpetuity, in caſe they judge 
them evident ; whence bs concludes that all-knowing Perſons who are 
ſincere, on the one hand , and on the other, all they who cannot judge by 
themſelves, will acquiecſe in theſe Proofs. This Pretenſion is as ill ground- 
ed as the former. For there being, as Ialready faid, two Queſtions before 
us, the one, touching what we are to believe "he ano Euchariſt, and 


Lib, 1. C.S. 


HE Subje& of my fourth Obſervation is taken from what Mr. 4r- 
| P. 4. 


the other concerning what has bin believed by the anti hurch, the firſt 
of theſe, which is that of Right, reſpeAts in general a of our Com- 
munion; but the ſecond, for as muchas it may be decided by Hiſtory, on- 
ly reſpeQs them amongſt us, who have ſufficient Leaſure and Curioſity to 
inform themſelves. So that the Prolixity, Difficulty, and intricacy which 
we meet with in the Writings of the Fathers, do ſufficiently evidence that 
their Books are very improper for the Deciſion of the firſt of theſe Queſtions, 
whereon depends that of our Controverſies, ſeeing theſe Difficulties will be 
inſuperable to the greateſt part amongſt us ; altho they will not render them 
unfit todecide the ſecond, becauſe they are not inſuperable to them who 
would apply themſelves thereunto as they ought, to farisfy their Curioſity, 
neither will they hinder them in ſhort frotn making a moſt cerrain Judgment 
in our Favour. © If then the Treatiſe of the Perperwzry be only offered to them 
to whom the firft Queſtion-belongs, they will anſwer they have no need of 
it, being ſatisfied with the Word of God; and if they be demanded whar 
they believe touching the antient Church, they will anſwer, that they judge 
of it according to the Rules of Chriſtian Charity, and our Saviours Promi- 
ſes. But if we proceed farther, and ſuppoſe it be enquired of them, how 
it has come to paſs that the Charch of Rowe has altered the antient 
Dottrine ; they will anſwer, their Salvation depends not on this Knowledg, 
but that it muſt needs be, it has made an Alteration ; ſeeing it believes at 
this day what it ought not to believe, and which without doubt bath not bin 
believed heretofore, as they judge out of Charity to the Antients, Should 
they be urged to tell how this has hapned, they will anſwer again, this is not 
an account wherein their Salvation is concerned,and that this Queſtfon ought 
to be propoſed to thoſe Perſons who know it, and in all this they will have 
Reaſon. If this Treatiſe be offered to thoſe of the ſecond Rank, that is to 
ſay to them who are learned, and have had the Curioſity of informing them- 
ſelves, and to whom properly the ſecond Queſtion belongs ; they will like- 
wile anſwer, they have no need of this Method, having already informed 
_ themſelves by a natural and dire&t way, which is of more value than all theſe 
Conjectures, or if they have not done it, they will do it, being not fo filly 
as 


_- 
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as to ſhut their Eyes, and reje& the Evidence of their Senles, to berake them- 
ſelves to a Method wherein there can be nothing but Confufioa to be expe&- 
ed, andtheſe laſt will have Reaſon too. 


BUT ſaith Mr. 4124ud, we muſt ſuppoſe that the Proofs of the Treatiſe 
areevident, for they cannot be ſuppoſed talſe, till ſuch time as they are exa- 
mined. You ought then to have begun here, wherefore your Exceptions 
ſignify nothing. 1 anſwer that thele Suppoſitions are not julter than his Ar- 
guments. For if thele curious Perſons whom I mentioned, have already 
taken the Pains they ought, whereby toaſcertain themſelves in the Proofs of 

' FaRt they will be prepared to judge, that the Arguments of the Treatiſe 
are falſe and captious, becauſe.that moral Impoſlibilities, ſuch as theſe are, 
and in ſuch a SubjeQ as this, cannot ſublift againit Proots of Fat, which are 
immediate, certain, and evident as ours are. It they have nat yet taken this 
Pains, Iſay that without examining whether the Proofs of the Treatiſe be 
good or bad, they will only mind the Method, and by comparing, it with 
that of Diſcuſſion, if they are men of Reaſon, they will prefer this laſt be- 
fore the other, becauſe that 'tis in effect molt natural in it ſelf, and more cer- - 
tain inits Proofs. 


W H AT hall we do then with the Treatiſe of the Perpernity, which has 
made fuch a Noiſe in the World ? Will it be of no uſe ? There are a crue 
of People in the World, who are curious and idle both together, who are 
willing to know the Opinions of former Ages on theſe famous Articles, a- 
bout which £urope 1s at this day divided ; but yet will be at no Pains for this, 
becauſe Labour is diſtaſteful tro them, and they have other things todo. It 
js then for ſuch Perſons as theſe,this Treatiſe has bin written. For it court- 
eth them, and preſents it ſelf to 'em, whether at Eaſe or in Buſineſs ; it only 
deſires them to ſpend two Hours on its Reading, whereby to decide a Point 

of this Importance. The Style of it is curiousand enticing, and its Expreſ: 
ſions empharical, it winneth on the Mind, and leads it inſcalibly where it 
pleaſes. All this flatters mens Curiofity and Lazyneſs both together. Bur 
if this fort of People loved their Salvation, as we may ſuppoſe they ought, 
we ſhould then have but two or three things to lay to them. Firſt, that they 
beware of theſe ſhort Methods, which favour at the ſame time two Inclina- 
tions, which ſeldom agree, I mean Idlenefs and Curiolity. For we cannot 
arrive at any certainty in theſe kind of Queſtions, it we do not earneſtly ap- 
ply our ſelves tothem, for Labour and Knowledg do always go together,and 
it commonly happens that they who thus promile us ſuch great Knowledg, 
without any trouble, do cheat us two ways, for they lead us into tedious Pro- 
lixities, and dreadful Difficulties, and at laſt having tired us, they leave us 


as wiſe as we were at firſt, 


A ND thisis exaQty the caſe of the Treatiſe of the Perpetuiry, if we right- _ 
ly conſider it z for it promiſes us immediately, nothing but Perſpicuity, Fa- 
cilitics, and Convictions, 'it being made up of undenyable Truths. Yetlet 
a mantake but.the Pains to examine only his hxt Point, which is his firſt Sup- 
polition, on which the whole ſtrels of his Book lies; and he will find that 
"ris impoſſible to be certain init. I mean the Year one thouſand fifry three, 
wherein Berengarins was at firlt condemned, and in which time the Author 
of the Treatiſe pretend's the univerſal Church was agreed in the Belief of 
Tranſbſtantiation andthe rea! Preſence. Now to be ſatisfied in this parti- 
cular, we ſhould have an exaXt Knowledg of the eleventh Century, to _— 

en 
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end we may diſcern whether this Condemnation of Berengarius was the re- 
at Effet of the Churches Union, or only that of a Party, which was then 
the ſtrongeſt ar the Court of Rome, We ſhould know each particular mat- 
ter of this great Aﬀair, that we may be able to judge whether humane In- 
tereſt had no ſhare init: whether thoſe that were concerned in it did not 
aQ againſt their Conſciences ; and whether the Procedings were juſt and 
regular. We muſt examine the State of Princes, Eccleſiaſticks, and Peo- 
ple, to be ſatisfied in this ſuppoſed Union. We ſhould have before us the 
Writings of Berengarius and others who held the ſame Opinions, to under- 
ſtand their Arguments and *Defences. But all theſe things are impoſſible. 
We have no other account of this Hiſtory, than what fome interefſed Wri- 
ters have bin pleaſed to give us, and in which there are Relations juſtly ſuſ- 
peed to be falſe. The ſecret Deſigns and Motives which then prevailed 
areout of our reach. We know ſcarcely any thing more ofthe Perſons who 
then made upthe Church, but that they were the greateſt part of them bu- 
ried in profound Ignorance. The Writings of Berengarins and his Follow- 
ers are loſt, for there has bin Care taken to extinguiſh the Remembrance of 
them. Inſhort, this is an Abyſs wherein we behold nothing, whereby we 
may be able to affirm with any certainty, that the whole Church was united 
in the Belief of 7ranſubſtantiation and the real Preſence. For a man to give 
Credit to any Relation of Berenparins's Adverſaries; ( who bragþed that their 
Opinion was that of the whole World, ) it would be to be over Credulous,in 
any Afﬀair of this Importance, and ſo much the more, becauſe the contrary 
appeareth by ſubſtantial Proofs, which ſhould be examined, before we ret 
ſatisfied 1n them, 


S O that here we are already ſufficiently perplexed inthe firſt Particular, 
and ſhall be no leſs in the others. If we would be aſcertained in the.Proofs 
of the Treatiſe, we ſhould know perie&ly the Tempers of the People, their 
Condition and principal Circumſtances, in the Ages which preceded the e- 
leventh Century. We ſhould know, how the Body of the Ecclefiafticks was 
compoſed, what was the Humour and Temper of them who held the firſt 
Rank, even how far their Credit and Authority reached, what kind of In- 
ſtructions they gave the People, and after what manner the People received 
them. We muſt likewite examine the nature of the Change we ſpeak of, 
by what degrees we ſuppoſe it has bin introduced, by how many ways and 
means it may be faid to be poſſible. For if all this be not diſtinly known, 
how can it with any Confidence be affirmed, that this Change is impoſſible. 
Moreover before it can be affirmed as an undoubted Truth, that had an In- 
novation touching the Zuchariſt bin attempted, the People would have riſen 
into Tumults, theReligious clamour'd againſt it, the Eccleſiaſticks oppoſed 
it, and the Councils taken notice of it, and in ſhort the Bands of an external 
Communion would have bin broken ; how many particulars muſt be clear- 
ed up firſt! Weoupht toknow what kind of Zeal People had for the Glo- 
ry of God in thoſe Days ; whether the eftes of this Zeal could not be hind- 
red by I know not how many things which occur in theſe different Orders 
- of men, whom 1 mentioned, as Ignorance in ſome, ſimplicity and meanneſs 
of Spirit in others, the fear of diſturbing the publick Peace, the Favour or 
Hatred of Perſons, and ſeveral other humane Cauſes, which ſet men on 
ating ordeſifting fromit. We ſhould likewiſe have a true and particular 
Account of the Condition of the ſchiſmatical Churches at that time, when 
Berengarius was condemned, which is notan ealy matter, as will appear in 


the ſequel of this Diſcourſe. In a Word, to attain the ends of the Deſign 
of 


b 
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of this Treatiſe, when even its Proofs-fhould be: Subſtantial and Concluſive; 
a man muſt be more knowing than an Angel;: for unleſs we knew the 
Thoughts of all mankind, for the ſpace of rwo hundred. Years rogether, or 
could raiſe the Dead to inform our ſelves by them of what. they have (done; 
and what they have not done, 'it is not'otherwiſe poſſible to: be! ar-any cer- 
rainty. Butir will be perhaps anſwered, we mutt judge accarding 49 the 
Light of common Senſe, and what we lee in our tices to. which Lreply, 
that even common Senſe ſhewes us, that there is no certainty in theſe kind 
of Proofs, and that the Experience of aur own Age cantraditsthem: And 
when it ſhould be imagined that all theſe Difficulties are furmounted, I 
come then and trouble this Victory with my Aubertin, and Proofs of Fact, 
requiring, before the Queſtion be decided, that my Objeftion be anſwered. 
Now ſhould Mr. {r»au4d 'pretend ER is groundleſs, and that 1 
ſhould be filenced in being told, thattheſe Proofs'have bin conſidered, and 


their pretended Clearneſs appears only to them, who ſuffer themſelves to 
be tranfported by the. Zxthathiaſms of my Rhetorick, I ſhall make him an- 
ſwer, that I ſpeak here only of curious and rs payr- to whom the Trea- 

'tocale thern of the lengths 
ot fay they know all 


.tiſe of the Perpetuity is offered as a ſhore Meth 
of a way of Diſcuſſion : which ſort of Perſohs cann 


our Proofs. | 


I ſhall tell him moreover, that the reading of my Book, has -not yet ſo 
far tranſported People with Enthuſiaftical Raptures;. as. the readitz of his 
has done to his immortal Praiſe. For there are . Latin: Verſes under this very 
Title of Fnthufiaſms , which Mr. 4r2auds Friends its ſeems bave not bin 
ajhamed to print, in which there appears all the lively CharaCters of a Po- 
etical Fury. For they ſpeak of his Book, as of the Su, which contains in it 
ſelf a great meaſure of the Divine Light: His Lines are called new Darts of 
the Sacred Cupid ; and his whole Book is ſaid to- be full of God. 'Paro Nu- 
mine, mi Libelle, Plenus. It is compared to our Saviour himſelf, when he 
came down from Heaven ; and is faid ro have done the ſame Miracles; there 
is one of its Readers introduced, who being filled with its Divinity, cries 
out, \umes ecce Numen, ib# Numen, , Mr. Arnand is termed, Fir facra & 
numinis' entheatus eftro, and his Wir, \Mentis vicor enthens, and again he 
is ſet forth to us as an Hercales.armed with Calettial Weapons, trampling 
all things under his Feet, conquering the Conquerours themſelves, and tri- 
umphing over the Triumphers. In ſhort, France is congratulated upon the 
Glory it receives. 7anto prodigio ſuperba fulge, felix prodigio futura tanto. 
All which conſidered, has not Mr. 4-naud pertinently mentioned Enthufi- 
aſms? Certainly never the Tripos of De/phos, nor the Groye of the Sibyl 
Cumee, inſpired ſuch like Ravings. 974 


BUT to return to the matter in hand. -1s it not poſſible will ſome ſay; 
to be aſcertained of the matter in Queſtion, by fome way leſs tedious and in- 
tricate, than the examination of ſuch a great Volum as Mr. Aubertin”s Book ? 
Yea without doubt ; for, ro know as much as is neceſſary, to the fatisfying 
of a mans Mind, he need but judge according to the inſtinQts of Charity,and 
the Confidence he ought to have in our Saviours Promifes. Now if a man 
keeps to theſe Principles, he will draw a Concluſion as fatisfactory as can he 
deſired; The Proraiſes of our Saviour afſure us that his Spirit ſhall he - 
with the Faithful to the end of the World ; and Chriſtian Charity obliges 
; Us to believe that the Fathers are of this Number. From whence I conclude; 


that there has ever bin a conſiderable number of true Chriſtians,whoſe Faith 
. has 
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has not bin corrupted by damnable Errors. This is a ſure Concluſion, and 
ſufficienrtoſatisfy my Mind.. Iconclude likewiſe, thar the Fathers have 
bin of this Number, thisis a Judgmeat of Charity, and is ſufficient to acquicr 
me of my Duty. Should it be told me, if Iproceed farther, it would be 
to give my ſelf a great deal of Trouble, viz. to Read, Study, and Meditate, 
to compare the Proofs of both Parties,and if this offends me,1 can complain of 
no body but my ſelf, thatis to ſay of my own Lazyneſs or Curiofity. 


IT is then neither juſt nor neceflary to require any other abridged Me- 
thods, than thoſe which I now obſerved. Yet it muſt not be thought but 
that there may be ſuch offered, it being no difficult matter. For *tis but loo- 
ſing from the Body of the Diſpute, one of thoſe captious Arguments, which 


ſeem to decide the whole Controverſy by the Deciſion of one only Point. 


Which the Author of the Perpetuity has done, for he has ſingled out Bel- 
larmins ment of the Impoſlibility of a Change, and propoſed i with 
greater En ents, tho with leſs Force than he, . and this is all the Myſte- 
ry of this great Method of, Preſcription. So that this is not ſuch a famous 
Undertaking ; ſeeing every little Sophiſter could do as much. Take the Ar- 

t of the ſilence of the Fathers on 7ranſubſtantiation and the real Pre- 
ſence, inliſt largely thereon, write a Treatiſe on it; and here's then an a 
bridged Method. Take the Argument of the certainty of ourSenfes ; ſhew- - 
thatthe Fathers ſuppoſed it as an inviolable. Principle of the Chriſtian Re- 
ligion ; hew the Abſurdities which would follow, had they believed that 
what we ſee in the Sacrament is not real Bread ; here is then another Me- 
thod of Preſcription. Take likewiſe if you will, the Argument of the Si- 
lence of the Heathens, and accommodate it to the Treatiſe of the Perperuzry 
and you will make another Method. Ir is the ſame with the Argument of 
the Accidents without a Subje&, in reſpe&t of 7ranſubſtantiation; and of 
that of the Adoration of the Sacrament ; and almoſt of all others. 


T O ſpeakmy Sence of theſe Arguments reduced into Methods, Ithink 
they muſt be conſidered either abſolutely, or in relation to ſome Circumſtan- 
ces. If we conſider them abſolutely ; wemuſtnot rejeQthem, for this on- 
Iy Reaſon that they are called Methods of Preſcription. A rational Man 
will accept of them in a Controverſy, as Arguments, he will weigh their 
Force; but whatſoever Strength they may haye, he will not forme his Judg- 
ment by them alone, becauſe perhaps there may be on the other fide things 
more conſiderable. What is there, for Example, of greater Force than the 
Argument taken from the Silence of rhe Hathers, touching the Exiſtence of 
Accidents without a Subjet ? Yet is it certain that this Argument alone 
muſt not determine a Man ; for ſhould it be demonſtrated that the Fathers 
expreſly taught the Adoration of the Sacrament, and Converſion of the 
Subſtance, with all the other Conſequences of 7ranſubſtantiation, a——_— 
this Exiſtence of the Accidents without a SubjeQt, our Argument would not 
be ſtrong enough to invalidate theſe contrary Proofs. They muſt then be 
ranked in the order of the Controverſy, to the end they may be conſidered 
in a deciſive Judgment, <p 


THERE is not, to ſpeak properly, but one particular caſe wherein we 
ought to be determined by a Method of Preſcription, which is when God 
does or does not declare his Will in Points of Religion ; for what is there in 
the World that canexcel, or equal the Validity of his Teſtimony or Silence. 
In matters of Religion, *tis the Word of God which determines us to be- 

lieve 
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lieve poſitively ſuch and ſuch Points, and tis 1ts Silerice which determines 
us to reje& others. Our Faith imitates the Wiſe Men of the #aff, it fol 
lows the Star that condus it, ( which is the Heavenly Revelation) and 
ſtops where this Star ſettleth, as knowing *rwould be to wander, to go farther. 
This then is the only true Method of Preſcription in Queſtions of this Na- 


rure, 


BUT ſuppoſing the Argument. was taken from the Evidence of all the 
Senſes, and in the Circumſtances which make this Teſtimony Valid and 
Infallible, may we not determine our ſelves, without proceeding any farther ? 
I anſwer that to ſpeak abſolutely, the Senſes may be deceived, even with all 
the Circumſtances which render their Teſtimony allowable, /for the Devil 
may impoſe upon them by his Illuſions; yet becauſe a judicious man muſt 
judge of things, not out of regard to thele cxtraordinary and rare Caſes, 
but according to rule and common uſe, it is certain, that ſuch an Argument 


mult decide the Queſtion of FaCt. 


THE ſame may be required toucking thoſe Arguments which are cal- 
led in Philolophy, by the name of Demonſtrations. If a Method was groutd- 
ed on a Proof of this Force, would it not wholly decide the Queſtion? Ian- 
ſwer there zre few Demonſtrations, ſo evident and certain, that nothing can 
| be oppoſed againit them. Yet were there one offered which convinced the 
Mind, by an immediate and uncontroulable Evidence, ( as thoſe which ma- 
nifeſt an apparent ContradiCtion,and a formal Incompatibility in the Terms; 
or thoſe which are eſtabliſhed on a neceſſary and inviolable Dependance,and 
which cannot be hind'red, or which ſuppoſe one only Cauſe, without which 
*ris not poſſible that a thing ſhould exiſt, or laſtly,ſuch as are grounded on an 
indifſolvible connexion of two SubjeAs which cannot be one without the 0- 
ther; ) I confels we ought then to yield ; as when 'tis ſaid, the Sun is riſen, 
it i5then day, or it is day, the Sun thea is riſen ; thereis a Son, there muſt 
then be a Father; I ſay, we cannot but acquieſce in theſe kind of Arguments. 
But becauſe in things about which we diſpute, theſe ſort ' of primary and 
immediate Demonſtrations are very rare, a judicious Perſon will nor ſuffer 
himſelf to be furprized with every thing which bears the Name of Demon- 
{tration, or that has the Colour and appearance of it, and eſpecially when 
it relatcs to a matter belonging to another Light than that of Reaſon, as are 
the Objetts of Senſe; and thoſe of Faith : he muſt then ſuſpend his Judg- 
ment, and reduce his pretended Demonſtrations into the Order of the Dil- 
pute, to be compared with the contrary Proofs, to the end he may make a 
right Judgment. 


AND this is what may be faid in general of theſe abridged Methods. 
In their Circumſtances, they are to be conſidered, either as relating to the 
Perſons they are offered, or tothe Queſtion which they decide, or the Rank 
which they hold, and according to the quality of their Proofs. If they be 
ottered to Perſons to whom the Queſtion doth not belong, it is in their Pow- 
cr ablolutely to reje& them, in alleaging, that this concerns not them, and 
they cannot juſtly be blamed when they ſhould do thus. Should they be of- 
tered to Perſons intereſſedin the Queſtion, or who would take part in it, 
they ought ordinarily to proceed according to the Rules I have laid down, 
and eſpecially if the Queſtion which they decide is of that importance, as 
that it ought not to be ſlightly handled, Bur if we do ſuppeſe on one hand, 
that the Order of theſe Merhods is indire& and unnatural, and that their Ar- 
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guments are not taken but from Probabilities,” and on the other, that we 
may be informed by a more natural Courſe, and a more certain and infalli- 
ble Means. Ifay, that a wiſe Manought to prefer this laſt way before the 
other, altho it be more tedious and difficult, for tho he cannot anſwer theſe 
Arguments, yet this does not argue he muſt be determined by them ; for it 
will be time enough to conſider them, when after a due Examination of e- 
very thing that may be alleaged on both ſides, he ſhall make his deciſive 
Judgment. In fine, I fay, that if we ſuppoſe a man already aſcertained in 
the Queſtion, by an orderly way, by numerous and concluſive Proofs, and 
by a Knowledg humanely Certain, and lnfallible, as is that of his Eyes and 
common Senſes on their proper Objets, he cannot. reaſonably be deſired 
to change his Opinion by an indire&t Method, which is from hence ſuſpeCt. 
ed to, be artificial and deceitful, in that the Proofs which it offers can amount 
to no more than Probabilities. - If he be wiſe, he will keep to his firſt Con- 
cluſion, and reje& this Method as uſeleſs, without troubling himſelf with a 
particular Examination of it, unleſs to give himſelf the greater SatisfaCti- 
on, he determines to diſcover the falſity of it. 


W E ſee already what uſe muſt be made of the Treatiſe of the Perpe- 
zuity, together with all its long train of Arguments and Suppoſitions,which 
Mr. Arnaxd has made in its Favour, For firſt, there is little Sincerity in the 
ObjeCtion he ſtated in the beginning, in which he doth not explain our real 
Pretenſion. Secondly, He paſſeth over in Silence, amongſt the Number 
which he makes of the Perſons of our Communion, ſeyeral who trouble not 
themſelves with the Diſpute touching the Queſtion of matter of Fact, that 
is toſay touching the Belief of the antient Church, and in relation to theſe, 
who are the greateſt number, we may already affirm that the Treatiſe of the 
Perpetuity is of no nſe. Thirdly, He has very ill proved that. the moſt 
knowing Miniſters do doubt whether the Fathers are for us, whence it fol- 
lows, that not being able to finde his Proſelytes, neither amongſt the Rank 
of the 1lliterate People, nor amongſt that of the Learned, it is to be fear- 
ed he will find them.no where. Fourthly, He hath bin ſhewed, that when 
it ſhould be granted, there were Miniſters, who doubted whether the Fz- 
thers were for us ; yet would it not follow, that they would leave the Word 
of God, on which alone their Faith depends, to yield themſelves up to the 
Arguments of the Perpetuity. Fifthly, He hath bin ſhewed that when one 
or two ſhould be of this Opinion, yet could they not carry it away from all 
the reſt who have bin, orare of acontrary Mind : whence it follows, that 
if the leaſt judicious among us regulate their Opinions on this Point by that 
of the moſt knowing, they will *tis probable. range themſelves on the ſide 
of the greateſt Number, rather than on that wherein there is but one or two ; 
{o that here is almoſt all of *em eſcaped the Zreatiſes Conqueſt. Sixthly, 
It has bin likewiſe ſhewed him that the Prolixity and Difficulties to be ex- 
pected inthe common way, which is that of Diſcuſſion, yield no advantage 
to the 7reatiſe to make it received under the Title of an abridged Method. 
Seventhly, He has bin moreover ſhewed the inſuperable Perplexities where- 
in this Method engages People : Sothat thole who are moſt in Love with 
{hort Ways, and new Faſhions, cannot but be diſguſted at this. Eightly, It 
has bin demonſtrated, that Perſons who were never informed of the real 
Doctrine of the Fathers, and would willingly be aſcertain'd of it, ought in 
all Reaſon to prefer a Method of Diſcuſſion, whatſoever tediouſnels and dif- 
ficulty there may be in it, before that of the Perpetuity, We have likewiſe 
manifeſted that the Proofs of his Method, have not that juſt and due ex- 

tent 


- ; 
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tent, neceſſary to the forming of a judicious man's Mind: and which outs 
have. Teathly, and laſtly, It has bin proved to him that diſcreet Perſons, 
who know our Proofs of Fa, and have examined them,vmay juſtly rejeCt 


this Treatiſe as uſeleſs. 


W HAT he then faies concerning theſe two contrary Evidences that 
hold the Mind in ſuſpence between our Proofs of Fa&t, on one hand,” and 
the Arguments of the Perpetuity on the other, is a meer Fancy-., | For this 
Unreſolvedneſs is impoſſible in a man of Judgment. And Mr. Arnaud does 
not ground it but only on a Suppoſition,which he has no right to make, 7hat £15. x. C. c; 
the Proofs of the Treatiſe intimate the impoſſibility of a Change, to. that des * 54- 
gree of Evidence, as will convince the Mind as much as the contrary Fvut- | 
dence, Which I deny. him, and that with good Reaſon, when I compare 
his Proofs with ours. His Proofs are grounded on a Suppoſfition, in which 
it is impoſſible to be aſcertain'd, they are of the kind of moral. Impoſſibili- 
ties, which never carry in them a Certitude beyond Exception, and more- 
over, the SubjeCt or Matter they handle, makes them ſtill a thouſand times 
more uncertain-and doubtful ; for what is more uncertain than that which 
depended on Peoples Inclinations, who lived ſeven or eight hundred Years 
ago, and on the ConjunQtion of a thouſand things, of which we ſcarcely 
know one. Weneed but conſider theſe Proofs 1n this reſpe&t, to declare 
them uncertain ; But to demonſtrate the falſity of them, we muſt compare 
them with ours, againſt which there can no general ObjeQions be made, 
ſeing they are numerous, and throughly handle the Queſtion, and which 
taken ſeverally, have all poſſible Strength and Evidence, 


T © find out diſtin&ly and clearly the knot of this whole Controverſy, 
and judge of it with leſs Trouble and more Solidity, it needs only be con(i- 


dered that Mr. 4r244d and I do make almoſt the ſame Suppoſitions, and 
draw the ſame Conſequences, but each of us in his own Favour. He ſup- 
poles my Proofs of Fa areuncertain, and I do not only ſuppoſe they of his 
Treatiſe are ſo, but that they are moreover Falſe. He ſuppoſeth that they 
of the Treatiſe are Evident. Iſuppoſethat mine areſo. He concludes mine 
are tobe Rejeted, and them of the Treatiſe Embraced. I conclude that 
they of the Treatiſe are to be Rejected, and mine Entertained. For to judge 
aright ſo far, it needs only be conſidered which of us two has moſt reaſon to 
,make theſe Suppoſitions, and ſettles them on ſureſt Grounds ; for he that 
does fo, has the- Conſequence for him, . Mr. Arzand grounds His on the Z#- 
thuſiaſms of my Rhetorick, on ſome pretended Teſtimonies of the Learned, 
and hisown Judgment on Mr. Aubertiz's Book, and that of the Perpetuity. 
I build mine on the Right a Reſpondent has to ſuppoſe his Opinion in a Dil- 
pute. Whence I conclude, I may ſuppoſe my Proofs of FaQ to be good 
and firm; Iground them on a general Compariſon I make of his Proofs 
w.th ours, and manifeſt that ours are according to a natural and direCt Me- 
thod, and his according to an indire& and forced one ; That ours are ſuffici- 
ent to enable a man to make a ſound and ſolid Judgment, and that his are 
not ſo, that ours are obvious to Sence, whereas his are but meer Conje- 
&tures. And *tis upon this we ought to be judged. But we muſt proceed far- 
ther, for Mr. Arnaud goes (o.far as to ſuppole his Proots and mine appear, 
equally evident, and *ris upon this that he grounds the whole Argument of 
his ſixth Chapter. He would have that theſe two contrary Evidences form- 
ing a Sulpenſion of Mind, a rational Man is thereby obliged to determine 
himſelf by the Advantages which appear — in the Church of __ 
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and here we begin totake rwo different ways, for I willnot grant him the 
Evidence of his Treatiſe, as he grants me that of my Proots. And in ef- 
fe&no man may make groundleſs Suppoſitions, which -being .impoſlible, 
cannot therefore be reaſonable. Now it is not poſſible that a.man who is 
perſwaded of the Evidence of our Proofs, can find any Evidence in his, be- 


ing ſuch as they are, becauſe they have a DefeCt.in their kind, which makes 


them vaniſh befere ours. *Pis moreover on this we ought tobe tried. 


YET let us ſuppoſe, by way of Divertiſement, theſe two contrary Evi- 

dences which hold us jn Suſpenſe, what follows thence? that we muſt bede- 
termined by the Authority of the Church of Rome. This indeed Mr. 4r- 
aud faies : and I maintain we ought wholly .toapply our ſelves to the Scri- 
ptures, and leave thoſe Perplexities touching the Opinions of the Fathers, 
that we may ground our Faith'only .on.the Word of God ; and I pretend 
by this means we ſhall adhere tothe refarmed Church. What muſt we then 
do about this new Difference.? Mr. 4rnaxd and I muſt Diſpute concerning 
the Scripture and Church of Rome, to know which of us two has moſt rea- 
fon. And theſeare the EffeQs.of this admirable Method, the Glory of our 
time, and Haute of Humane Hit, which after ſeveral windings and 
turnings, ſeveral hot Debates and ſharp Diſputes, and after an Invitation of 
all From ; » ol Hom of either , pr Lc beholding of _ oe 
mous Conteſt, refers the matter at to the Holy Scripture and the 
Church. And this is uh 9s of the Treatile of the Perpetuity, And in- 
deed if we continue to diſpute after this manner, I think the World has lit- 
tle reaſon to concern it ſelt in our Debate, ſecing *risa vain amuſement. We 
wreſtle againſt one another with all our Might, we ſweat, and take a great 
deal of Pains, and make our Books be bought dear ; and after all we are to 
begin again. For if we muſt now diſpute concerning the Holy Scripture and 
the Church, wherefore did we not do ſo in the beginning ? Wherefore muſt 
the Treatiſe of the do! 44 be for a Preludium to this? Is it becaule the 
Gate of this Controverly is not yet wide enough of it ſelf, but that the 
Treatiſe of the Perpez#/ty muſt introduce us? Or is it not worthy our regard, 
and therefore the Treatiſe of the Payeviy muſt be its Mediatour. Is it 
that either the Church of Rowe, or the Scripture have need, ( to the end 
they may be recommended to us,) the one of the Treatiſe of the Per- 
petuity, and the ather of my Anſwer, and that no man can betake himſelf to 
either of theſe without our Guidance. ' For my part I pretend not to this, 
and therefore think it beſide the Purpoſe to begia a new Controverſy. 
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CHAP. VIL 


The ſix laſt Chapters of Mr. Arnaud's Book Examined; 


Pieces, which relate not to the Method of the Perperwity, nor our 

Proofs of Fat ; and the greateft part ofthem confifting in fruit- 

leſs Digreffions,which have no connexion with the Subje& of 
the Euchariſt: it ſeems thereupon he has intended them only as an enlarg- 
ment to his Book, and as a meansto tire his readers Patience. Which will 
oblige me to make only a ſuccin&t Anſwer, it being unreaſonable to carry 
off the Debate to other SubjeAs, and charge my elf with unnecefſa 
matters: but howſoever conciſe my Anſwer may be, yet will it manifeſt 
the weakneſs and folly of all theſe tedious and troubleſom Diſcourſes of 
Mr. Arnazd. 


H1S ſeventh Chapter reſpeQts an Objetion Imade againſt the Author 
of the Perpetsity, concerning the Infallibiliry he attributes to the People ; 
Which he grounds on this, that People naturally will not ſuffer their Opinions 
to be ſnatched from them, nor Novelties introduced in matters of Religion ; 
for 1had intimated that this would oppoſe the Infallibility which the Church 
of Rome attributes to the Popes and Councils. The remaining part of the 
firſt Book is ſpent in treating on ſome other Innovations, which we ſup- 
pole to have iaſenſibly crept in, asthat in the Eſtabliſhment of Epiſcopacy, 
praying for the Dead, the invocation of Saints, and prohibition of certain 
Meats. Theſe are the things I intend to treat of in this Chapter. That I 
may proceed orderly, I ſhall firſt examine this pretended popular 7nfallibi- 
lity, by comparing it with the Infallibility of Popes or Councils, tor we 
muſt ſee whether I had not reaſon to make againſt the Author of the Per- 
petuity the Objeftion contained in my Preface. This Queſtion will be ſoon 
ended, if it be conſidered that I have _—_ ſome Examples of the Inſen- 
ſible Alterations which aQtually hapned in Church, in ſeveral Points, as Perpetuit y of 
well Practical as Speculative, and that the Author of the Perperuity could the Farub, | 
not defend himſelf but by proteſting. 7hat he has not offered in general this *** *: © 7: 
Maxim, that there could not happen in the Church any imperceptible Change, 
in the uſe of Ceremonies, or in Opinions which are no ways Popular, but Spe- 
culative, that he has bin cautious of propoſing of it in this generality, and there- 
fore has reſtrained it to capital Myſteries, which are known to all the Faithful, 
by a diftini# Faith, To anſwer after this manner, what is it but to confeſs 
a Change has hapned in Points, which are not popular. Which Con- 
teflon abſolutely overthrows the Infallibility claimed by the Church of 


Rome. 


N j| R Arnaud's laſt ſix Chapters of his firſt Book being only as looſt 


IT isto no purpoſe that Mr. Arnaud diſtinguiſhes betwixt ax Infallibili- 


fy of Grace or Priviledge, and a humane and popular Infallibility, and to af- OY 


fert that the Author of the __—_— doth in no wiſe pretend to diſavor the 
0 


Infallibility of the Churth and Councils, as it reſpeits all kind of Myſteries, 
whether Popular or others, For theſe Examples [ produced, do equally op- 


pole 


The Author of the Perpetuity's - Book L 


pole all manner of Infallibility, and to acknowledg it in any kind, would 
be to let go this pretended /nfallibility of Priviledge. 1 will ſuppole the 


Alterations Imentioned to have hapned in Points not Popular, yet are they 


Innovations nevertheleſs, and when they were not contrary to the natural 
Infallibility, yet would they be to that which is termed of Grace, ſeeing that 
they arcactual Alterationsin Points of Religion. Whence it follows, that 


| a man who believes them to be true,” cannot deny but that he as contrary 


Perpetuity of 
the Faith. 
Part 2. C. 7. 


to the Principle of the Church of Rome, which is, that the Popes and Coun- 
cils are only Infallible, and that Mr. Armauds DiſtinQion is a meer 1Iluſion : 


tor if the Church of Rome has admitted an Alteration in Points not Popular, 


ſhe is not then Infallible in reſpe& of theſe Points. Tis certain that the 
Author of the Perpetuity was minded to wrangle about ſome of the Exam- 
ples I produced, pretending the Dodarine of Faith has not bin altered, al- 
tho the Pratice of it has bin ſo z but he does not oppoſe what I alleaged 
touching the Doctrine of Grace, which is not a Point of PraQtice but Belief, 
contenting himſelf only with ſaying, 7hat the Truths of Divine Grace have 
never bin popular in all the Conſequences which have bin drawn from them in 
Theology, and that "tis falſe, they are not ſtill the ſame in principal and eſſent- 


\ al Points. But isnotthis ſtill to acknowledg that in reſpe&t of Points not 


Popular, and which are neither principal, nor eſſential, in the matter of 
Grace, there has hap'ned a Change. Now theſe Points whatſoever they be, 
whether principal or not, great or ſmall, are DoQrinal Points which cannot 
be altered, without paſſing over from Truth to Error, or from Erxor to 
Truth. If then it be true, as Ihave already f{aid, and as the Author of the 
Perpetuity has not denyed, that the Church has bin ſeveral times of contra 
ry Opinions, upon which account it is impoſſible, but ſhe has bin in Error, 

and conſequently ſhe is not Infallible in this Infallibility of Grace, and Prr- 
viledg attributed unto her. The Author of the Perpernity's Anſwer doth e- 
vidently ſuppoſe the aCtual reality of this Change ; -it has then given me 
juſt Occaſion to make this Objection I have made, and Mr. Arnand's Dt 

ſtinQion comes too late. pod 


IT is in vain, he aſſures us, that the Author of the Perpetuity newer had 
the leaſt thought of denying this Infallibility of Priviledg and Grace ;, The 
Queſtion here is not to know abſolutely what that Author believed, or not 
believed, what he thought, or did not think ; when this ſhall be queſtioned, 
we ſhall always be ready to hear Mr. 4r»aud's Relation of that matter ; but 


' here it concerns us to enquire into the Conſequences which may be drawa 


from his Terms, and whether he hath given me a juſt occaſion to make that 
Objection againſt him in my Preface. It will not be ſufficient to make De- 
clarations on this Matter, it muft be ſhewed that the Conſequence is not 
true. 


Mr. Arnaua imagins, he has ſufficiently juſtified .his Friend, in aflert- 
ing, he made not uſe of the Z:fallibility of Priviledg, becaule 'tis a Priviledg 


to be proved, and not ſuppoſed, and the Calviniſts denying it, it is thence 


clear, that to make an advantagious uſe of it, it ſhould have bin eſtabliſhed 
before, which is to ſay, there ought to have bin an intire Treatiſe made of 
the Churches Infallibility, before it could be made uſe of in this Diſpute. Bt, 
faith he, zo I thence, he hath denyed it, and doth not acknowledy 


zt, is one of the moſt raſh Conſequences as ever was drawn, altho that Mr. 


Claude hath done this in the Preface of his Book, 


AND 


[ 
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AND thisis Mr. Arnazd's true CharaQter, that he is never more fierce, 
than when he is Gravelled, or alleageth things wholly beſides the Purpoſe. 
We have not grounded our preſent ObjeCtion on the Author of the Perpe- 
ruity's not uſing the /nfalibility of Priviteds for his Principle, this isa wil- 
ful miſtake. For it has bin grounded on this, that the terms of his Anſwers 
to the inſtances of a Change, which I had aftirmed,do oppoſe this Infallibi- 
lity which the Church of Rowe pretends to, and acknowledg no other but 
that of the People. Now 'tisto this he ſhould apply himſelf, and not con- 
tiaually entertain us with impertinent Digreffrons. 


MOREOVER, what ſignifies his telling us, that the Z»f«libiliry of 
Priviledge is a Principle to be proved, and not ſuppoſed, and that the Rea- 
fon diſſwading the Author of the Perperaity from making uſe of it, is be- 
cauſe we deny it. Weno lefs deny the pretended popalar Zfallibility,whichi 
is a Principle needs proving, as much as the other. He himſelf rells us, in 
the beginning of his eighth Chapter ; that the Principle of inſenfible Alte- 
rations, which is direaly oppolite to that of popular Znfallibility, is a ne- 
ceſſary Foundation to the Calviniſts, whereon to build the greateſt part of their 
Dottrimes , and that all this great Machine of the pretended Reformation, 
conſiſting of ſo many different Opinions, has almoſt need. upon all Occaſions of 
this Suppoſition, That the contrary Opinion which it undertakes to overthrow, 
has bin, inſenſibly Introduced into the Charth. And thus does he ſpeak, when 
he would have us deny him his Principle ; but when he would have us 
grant it him, he then holds another Language. Zhe Author of the Perpe- ,, ,_. 1; 
tuity, ſais he, dots not deſign to attribute 30 the People any other Infallibility 
than that which all the Horld allows them, and which Mr. Claude doth hins- 
[*lf erant. Never any Perſon diſpoſed more freely of other mens Thoughts 
then Mr. Arnaud. We Deny, we Confeſs, according as he pleaſes, he 
brings us on his Stage as often as he liſt ; making us ſay ſometimes one 
thing, and ſometimes another, and is not this to Diſpute ſucceſsfully? But 
whether we Confeſs or Deny this his popular /nfallibility, it is all one to me, 
for here the Queſtion is not about this, but to know whether the Author of 
the Perpetuity has not oppoſed the Znfallibility, attributed to the Pope and 
Councils ; this is the true State of the Controverſy, and Ms. Arnazd is at 
a loſs how to defend himſelf from it. | 


W HAT ſignifies his telling us, that there are an infinite number of things, |. = _ 
wherein mot oaly the whole Church , and all the People of the Univerſe, bs ST Rh 
a particular number of People, a Province, a City, a Borough, 4 particular 
Perſon, is Infallible, that is to ſay wherein it cannot happen he ſhould be deceiv- 
ed himſelf, nor would deceive others? Wherefore muſt we have the Gaze. 
tier brought in for an Inſtance of this, who is Infallible, when he rells' us 
any conliderable News, ſuch as is the Kings going into the low Coun- 
tries, the taking of Cities in Fla»ders, the Canonization of St. Francis 
de Sales, the Death of Pope AMexand:y the ſeventh, and the Ele&ion of 
Clement the ninth ; If herelates this News only, to advertize us, he began 
his Book after the Kings Victories 1n the low Countries, every man may 
believe as much as he thinks fitting, for we know it is no hard matter to 
ad1 a Period or two to the beginning of a Book, altho *tis already far ad- 
vanced , but be it as it will, I dare fay, thac Mr. A-naud's Vittories will 
nat be fo certain as thoſe of our Monarch. If in effet he hath not 
meationed this to us, but to confirm by Examples his popular Znfallibility, 
L 


1 be Author of the Perperuity's Book I 


L have reaſon to tell him, that theſe Inſtances are beſides the matter in hand, 
for there muſt be a diſtinction made,betwixt an Z»falibi/ity grounded on the 
Teſtimony of a ſingle Perſon, or a particular fort of People, and that which 
is grounded on a whole Body of People. I would call the firſt if you will, 
an Infallibility of Teſtimony, and the ſecond, an 1nfaliibility of Perſeverance 
in oneand the ſame State, There is a Difference betwen theſe two. The 
firſt of thele may be attributed to a People, a Church, a Province, a City, 
or a particular Perſon, without the fecond. I will grant likewiſe *tis im- 


poſlible, in certain Caſes, forthe whole Body of a People to be miſtaken in 


the News it relates, tho to y_ the truth even this happens not ſeldom, 
there being nothing more uſually falſe than popular News. But tho Igrant 
this is Impoſſible in ſome Caſes, yet this is far enough from acknowledging, 
that a People governed by certain Perſons, may not inſenſibly without any 
Noiſe, alter their Sentiments, and paſs over into an Opinion which they 
knew not before. For to make ſuch a kind of Change as this is, there needs 
only the Concurrence of two or three great Perſons in Authority, to whom 
all Buſineſſes are referred. We have ſeen that the face of things in the Church 


| of Rome, hath bin changed not long ago, and which hath bin ſurprizing to 


ſeveral Perſons; Mr. Arnaud himſelf has bin intereſſed in ſome of theſe 
Changes, and I ſuppoſe he would be ſorry if the Z»fallibility of Perſeve- 
Fance in the ſame State, ſhould have bin as firm and unmoveable as the 
Account which the Gazetier gave us of the Death of Pope Alexander. But 


. after all, this does not hinder but that the Author of the Perperuity has op» 


poſed the Infallibility the Church of Rome ordinarily pretendsto. 


AND this is what I would have told Mr. 4r2aud, had he done me 
the Honour he mentions, which is, to have conferred with me about my 
Objeftion, and perhaps my Anſwers would have ſatisfied him. I would 
have added two Obſervations, which would have made him better com- 
prehend that his pretended poplar /nfallibitity does not well accord with 
that which he rermeth of Grace, or Privilzdge. The firſt of theſe Obſer- 
vations is, that popular Myſteries being only neceſſary to Salvation, ifſuf- 
ficiently preſerved by natural means, that 1s to ſay, by the inviolable In- 
clinations of the People, there 1s no ru need of the Infallibility of Grace; 
which will be at fartheſt, only neceſſary to the DoQrines which are nor 
popular, thar is, to the Queſtions of the Schools, which the Church may 
well be without, and which are but ( as ſpeaks the Author of the Perpe- 
tuity,') Theological Conſequences. The ſecond is, that the Reaſon where- 
fore ke ſaith the Author of the Perpers/ty chole rather the popular Infallibili- 
ty for his Principle, than that of Grace, ſuppoſeth that this latter is abſo- 
lutely leſs evident, and harder to be proved than the firſt. 7his Infallibi- 


. lity of the Church, ſaies he, being denied by the Hereticks, cannot be made uſe 


of as a Principle againſt them, unleſs we eſtabliſh. it by ſeparate Proofs, For 
the Calviniſts without doubt would not take themſelves to be [efficiently refu- 


' ted, upon the Subjei# of the Euchariſt, if we only contented our ſelves with 


bringing theſe Arguments againſt them. All Dottrines which are condemmed 
by au [afallible Church are falſe: But the Belief of the Calviniſts oz the 
Sacrament is condemned by the Catholick Church, which is Infallible : Therefore 
it is falſe. Not bat this Reaſoning is good : but the minor Propoſition which 
faith that the Catholick Charch is Infallible, being a controverted Point, it is 
thence plain, that before it can be made uſe of, it muſt be proved, that is to ſay, 
there o42ht tobe made an intire Treatiſe touching the Churches Infallibility, 
before this Point could be uſ-4. For this Infallibility is not athins clealt in + 
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it ſelfs ſeeing it wholly depends on the Will of God, reavealed in Scriptarey 
The Church not being naturally Infallible; *tis then by the Principles of Faith, 
or by a long Train of Arguments, that it maſt be proved ſhe is ſupernaturally 
/o. Now to make this Argument good, we muſt ſuppoſe that this Infalli- 
bility of Grace carinot be proved but with a greatdeal of Difficulty, what- 
ſever Courſe is taken, whether by Scripture or Reaſon, for if it could be 
clearly and briefly proved from Scripture, Mr. Arnand's Excuſe would be 
yain, for he wou!d be demanded wherefore the Author of the Perpernity 
has not done it, ſeeing we require not Arguments where the Scripture 
plainly expreſles it ſelf. - His realoning then to be concluſive, muſt fup- 
poſe 'ris impoſſible for the Author of the Perperuity ro prove the /nfallib:li- 
ty of Grace\, without engaging himſelf in Prolixities aad Difficulties. 
Whence it plainly appears, that thisis not a proper Principle for the Un- 
learned, - arenot able to go thro with a long and difficult Diſcuſſion. It 
is of no uſe to them, according to Mr. Arnaud, and that fo much the ra- 
ther, that he himſelf hath -told us that ſhort and eafy ways are needful to 
ſuch, whereby they may diſcern the true Church ; Z/ays, faith he; which £35. r. C. ;: 
free men from thoſe painful Dicuſſions, which 1anorance, aulneſs of Apprehen- O37. 
fion, and the Fxigences of Life, do make ſo many Perſons uncapable of. Sd 
that this Principle of the Churches Infallibility, being nor to be proved 
without a great deal of Difficulty, will be only ſerviceable to the Learned, 
and of which in effe& they have no great need, ſeeing they can of them- 
ſelves attain the Knowledg of particular DoEtrines, without the help of 
Authority. And to this is reduced, thro Mr. Arnaud's means, this /»fal:bili- 
ty of Grace and Priviledge, which has made ſuch a noiſe in the Romiſh 


Communion. 


THE remaining part of Mr. Arnazd's Book, treats, as I already faid, 
on ſeveral other Alterations, which we pretend, have inſenfible crept into 
the Church. But ſeeing theſe are Points which do not at all belong to the 
Euchariſt, and cannot be well examined without writing a great Volum on 
each of themi, Mt. 4rnaud therefore may take the Liberty, of ſaying what 
he pleaſes concerning them, for I think my ſelf no ways bound to anſwer 
him. When he ſhall aſſault the Books of Mr. Saumaiſe, Blondel, or Daills, 
after the manner he ought, he will not perhaps want an Anſwer: Iris an 
caly matter, to joyn three or four Paffages together, on any Controverſy, 
and thereupon make Declamations. For this is the common courſe of the 
World. People uſually begin where they will, and end when they pleaſe : 
but were one of theſe Books I mentioned, examined to the Bottom, and 6- 
very particular undertaken, I am ſure this would not be ſuch an caſy 


Task 


THE fuppoſition of inſenſfible Alterations, is a Principle the Holy Scrip- 
ture eſtabliſhes, which right Reaſon alloweth and Experience confirmeth, St. 
Paul tells us of a Myſtery of Iniquiry, which began to appear in his time, 
and which would, inthe end, produce this great effeQ, he calls a Revolt, or 
Apoſtaſy ; which has all the CharaQters of an inſenſible Change, ſeeing 
that the Foundations of it were haid in his time, and at tength theſe myſtery- 
ous ProjeQs ſhould come to their PerfeQtion. Our Reafon likewiſe tells us, 
that important Alterations which happen in Societies; are never introduced 
all of *em at one time, but are brought in gradually z and that it is eaſier to 
joy fuccesfully together ſeveral particular Innovations, each one of which 


apart ſcems inconliderable, and to make thereby a great Alteration, than if 
| this 
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this ſhould be undertaken all at once. This is a Maxim amongſt all Politici- 
ans, and Perſons who are capable of proſecuting any Enterprize, but this 
many times happens of it {elf without any Deſign. Experience it ſelf con- 
firms this by ſundry Examples ; tor *tis after this manner feveral- Arts and 
Sciences arrive at PerfeCtion: Languages and Cuſtoms of Countries are al- 
tered; *Tis after this manneer the Power of Princes and other States are 
encreaſed or diminizhed; and not tofeek for Inftances of this kind, any far- 
ther thanin the Church, and Chrifttan Religion, by*this means hath the 
Authority of the Romiſh Prelacy arrived through ſeveral Ages to that De- 
gres wherein we now ſee it. Thus were the antient Ceremonies in the ad- 
rainiftration of Baptiſm abrogated, and other new ones adopted in their 
places. Thus has the Opinion of the abſolute neceflity of the Fucharift to 
| the Salvation of little Children, bin aboliſhed, and we have paſſed over in- 
Epifi 1096. to acontrary Opinion. N'wlns, ſaith St. Luſtin, Qui fe meminit Catholice 
fidei Chriſftianum negat aut dubitat paruulos non accepta gratia regenerationis in 
Chriſto, fine cibo carnis ejus & ſanguinis potu nou habere in ſe vitam, ac per 
hoc pene ſempiterne obnoxios. There is no Chriſtian who holds the Catholick 
Faith, that either denys,or doubts but that little Children, who have not received 
the Grace of Regeneration in Feſus Chriſt, nor participated of the Nouriſhment 
of his Fleſh and Blood, are deprived of everlaſting Life, aud conſequently ly- 


able to eternal Damnation. 


LET Mr. Arnaud inform us how this publick Belief came to be changed. 
St. Auſtin tells us that *tis an Article of the Catholick Faith, he aſſures us 
there is no Chriſtian who doubts of it,that is, it was a popular Opinion: And 
yetat this day the contrary is held in the Church of Rome : how comes this 
Change? We might produce ſeveral other Inſtances, if they were neceſſa- 
Ty : but at preſent one Example is ſufficient, to overthrow this falſe Prin- 


ciple of Mr. Arnand's, and toeſtabliſh that which appears to him to be 6 
Unrealonable. : 


YET toſpeak a word, on each of theſe Points he has handled, does he 

think, that on the Subjett of Epiſcopacy, his Diſcoufſes will carry it away 

Flier, Com. in from St. Ferom, Who tells us, 7 hat before there were partialities in Religion, 
Epiſt. al Tit. and that the People cryed out 7 am of Paul, and Tof Cephas, the Church was 
CG. 2. governed by 4 Common-Conncil of Prieſts, bat ſince, every one efteening them 
whom he had baptized belonged to him,and not to Chriſt,it was ordained throughout 

the whole World, that one alone choſen from amongſt the Prieſts, ſhould be ſet 


up above the reſt, and bave the Charge of the Church committed to him, 
to take away thereby all Occaſions of Schilme, | 


DOES he think that in the Pointof Praying for the Dead, we will a- 

bandon the DoQtine of St. Pau/, whotells us in his ſecond Epiſtle to the 

Cor. Chap. 5. 7hat if or earthly Houſe of this Tabernacle were diſſolved, we 

have a Building of God, an Houſe not made with Hands, eternal inthe Heavens. 

Theſe Words donot ſuffer us to doubt but that they who dye in the Faith 

of Jeſus Chriſt do enjoy his glorious Preſence in Heaven, whence i fol- 

lows they have no needof our Prayers. Thar it the Antients have menti- 

oned the deceaſed in their Prayers, it is certain they never deſigned thereby 

to deliver them from the Pains of Purgatory which they undergo to fatisfy 

for their Sins, which 1s the end the Church of Rome doth at this day pro- 

Cm.inf5h polein its Prayers. Me Celebrate, (faith an antient Author in his Com- 
"p49 mentaries on Fob, which are thought to be Orizens ) Not the Day of onr 


Birth, 
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Birth, but that of our D ath for the day Of oar birth is an Futrance imto 
Sorrows and Temptations; but that of Death is on the contrary, the end of 
Sorrows, and a Freerom jrors all Temptations. We commemorate then the Day 
of Death, becauſe they who ſeem to dye, do not ſo. And for this reaſon we 
celebrate the memory of the Saints, and devoutly commemorate our Fathers, or 
Friends who have a-parted 11 the Faith, as well to refri ſb our ſelves by the 
remembrance of the Felicity which they enjoy, as alſo to dfire of God, that 
we may continue in the ſame Faith. ; 


DOES Mr. Arad expett in that Article of the Church of Rome's 
touching the Invocation of Saints : that we ſhould believe him rather than O- 
rigen, who ſpeaks in the Name of all the Chriſtians in his time, in his Dit- 
pute againſt C-//-5, who would have them to worſhip the Sun, Moon and RO 
Stars, ſeeing they are Celeſtial Angels. Ye believe ſaith he, we ought not © 7 Im 
to pray unto Creatures, who do themſelves pray unto God, eſpecially conſidering, 
they had rath:r we ſhould cffcr up our Petitions to him, whom they likewiſe ſerve, 
than to them, mot being willina we ſhould after any ſors ſhare our Devo- 
Hons. | 


AND as to the abſtaining from certain kind of Meats, 7Zertullian who 
was a Montaniſt, will ſhew us better than Mr. Arnaud can, the Judgment, , . 
. . . . . = . er Mi, e Je 
-of-the Catholicks in his time. Arguunt pos, faith he, quod jejuni propris jy. G. x. 0 
» cuſtodramus, quod ſtationes plerumque in veſperam producamus, quod etiam Xe- 
rophagias obſervemus, ſiccantes cibum ab omni carne, & omni jurulentia, & 
woidioribus quibuſque pomis, ne quid vinoſitatis vel edamus vel potemis. They 
cenſure us becauſe we obſerve particular Faſts, that we make them laſt till the 
Evening, that we obſerve Xerophagies, uſing dry Meats without Fleſh, and 
Fuice, and in that we abſtain from Fruits which have over much Fuice in them, 
to the end we may not eat or drink any thing which hath the quality of Hine. 
And alittle farther, as to Xerophagies, they ſay, that "tis the new Name of @. ,.. 
an —_ Devotion, and which comes near the Heatheniſh Superſtitions , ſuch 
as the- Mortifications of lis, Apis, and the Mother of the Gods, which puri- 
{y by abſtinence from certain Meats. And this is in fevs Words what I had 


to ſay on thoſe four Particulars. 


W OUL D-: we keep to the exaCt Rulesof Controverſy, we need not pro- 


ceed toany farther Examination of the reſt of Mr. Arnaud”s gow Volumn, 


which may be ſaid, without breach of Charity, equally to oftend both in its 
quantity and quality. For having ſhewed,as I have done,that the Treatile of 
the Perpetnity of the Faith ought to be rejefted,upon the only conſideration of 
Its Method, it is hence evident Iam not obliged to follow Mr. Arnaud in his 
Voyages to Greece, Muſcovia, Perſia, Syria, Egypt, «Ethiopia, and the Zndias. 
Secing we will never part with our -Proofs of Fa&, what need has he. of 
travelling thro all cheſe Countries ? Neither the Greeks nor other Chriſti- 
an Nations, conſidered from the eleventh Century, or from the ſeventh, 
will decide the Queſtion touching what has bin believed in the antient 
Church, to the Prejudice of the Fathers and their Teſtimony. Yet ſhalt 
. make him an exaCt Anſwer, not out of any Neceſſity, but only out of Con- 
deſcenſion, and upon condition he will remember that I have proved in this 
firſt Book theſe following Particulars, | 


I. That his Cenſure touching what I ſaid concerning Mr. Aubertiz”s 
Book, is grounded on an extravagant Fancy ; That it cannot bear a rational 
2 laterpreta» 
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Interpretation ; no? is made with any kind of Sincerity ; that it ſappoſeth a 
oreat Miſtakez that we may conclude thence a Prevarication againſt the 
Church of Rowe ; andin fine, may be refuted by Mr. Arzaud's own Exam- 
ple. Which is the Summary of the firſt Chapter. 


Arm 


II. Thatthe Author of the Perpernity's Method is Indirect, and contra- 
ry to Nature, ſeeing he would decide Queſtions of Right by. Matters of 
FaQ, and Queſtions of Fa by Proofs drawn from Arguments : which is 
ſuch adiſorderly way of Proceding, as makes his Method juſtly ſuſpe&ed 
to be artificial and deceitful. . 

ITI. That the Author of , the Perpetuity has openly aſſaulted Mr. fuber- 
tin's Book, and that after an indirect and artificial Manner, which lies as a 
Prejudication againſt him. Which is the Summary of the ſecond Cha- 
pter. 


IV. That the Deſign of the Author of the Peypetuity, being to deſtroy 
the Impreſſion which the Proofs of Fa, or the Paflages out of the Fathers 
have madeon our Minds, does nothing leſs than this, whence it follows that 
his Treatiſe is wholly Uſeleſs. Which are the Contents of the third Cha- 
pter. 


V. That Mr. 4r»a4d contradicts the Author of the Perpetiaty, in pre- 
tending to defend him, and ruins the whole Deſign of his Treatile. 


V.I. That theſe Methods of Preſcription, which Mr. 4rnaud ſo much 
gloriesin, are vain and ineffeQtual, and that the Courſe we take to confirm 
People in the DoQtrines of our Church is ſhort, certain, and eaſy to the 
meaneſt Capacities : whereas thoſe Mr. 4-»aud offers , are tedious , difh- 
cult, uncertain, and unintelligible to ordinary Apprehenſions: Whence it 
follows they cannot with a ſafe Conſcience remain in the Communion of the 
Church of Rome. 


VII. That the Abridgment of our Proofs of FaQ, which I offer'd in my 
firſt Anſwer, has bin regular; and that the Treatiſe of the Perperuity is but 
a mear Chaos of Confuſion. Theſe three laſt Particulars are contained in 
the fourth Chapter. 


VIII. That all thoſe pretended Advantages Mr. Arnaud hopes to obtain 
by meansof the Perperity, in relation to the Learned and Unlearned, and to 
thoſe he terms the Obſtinate ; are groundleſs Imaginations, which in finedo 
only manifeſt the Cnprofitableneſs of that Treatiſe, Which is the Subject 

of the fifth and ſixth Chapters. * 


IX, Andlaſtly, that he cannot excuſe the Author of the Perperuity, nor 
himſelf from the Charge of ContradiQting and Oppoling the Infallibiliy of 
Popesand Councils, it being anayowed DoQtine of the Church of Roe ; 
Which is the Contents of this ſeventh Chapter. 
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Wherein is ſhown, that when it ſhould be true, that 

thoſe which are called the Schilmatical Churches 
believed Tranſubſtantiation ; yet would it not thence 
follow, that this Do&rine was always held by 
theſe Chriſtians. 


CHEAT £ 


Containing the chief Heads of this whole Controverſy touching the 
Eaſtern Churches, and their Opinion from the eleventh Century to 
this Preſent. Hr. Arnaud's firſt Artifice laid open, 


E ate niow come to treat of the Belief of the Greek, 

and other Zaſterz Churches, touching 7ranſubſtantia- 

tion and the adoration of the Zuchariſt, and muſt en- 

deavour to ſhelter our ſelves from the violent Inſulc- 

ings of Mr. Arnaud and his Friends. We need not 

mention how this has bin the Subje& of their Tr> | 
umph, ſeeing all the World knows it. For the Author of the Perpetnity has 34. Part of the 
already threatned us with producing of twenty Millions of Witneffes on his CO_—_ - 
ſide ; and Mr. 4rnaud who is not a Perſon of that Humour as to abate any * 7 07 
thing, is continually charging us with 4bſurdities, Raſhneſs, Confidence, Con- 
vidtions, Demonſtrations, and telling us of Miniſters confounded by the aumber 
of his Proofs. He tells the World in his Preface, that he hath left ns no rea- p. 1, 
fon to doubt, in a matter ſo apparent as is that of theC onſent of all theſe Chriſti- 
ax Churches, in the Dottrine of Tranſubſtantiation. He tells us moreover in ;, , & £ 
another place, that this is a Point moſt clear and evident, and that were we P. 113. 
not withheld by Obſtinacy, we ſhould confeſs as much our ſelves, and not let our 
Tonpues thus bely our Conſciences.Nay even before Mr. Arnaud's Book appeared 
abroad in the World ; it had already gotten the Name of /zvincible, like to 
that Legion of old, under the Emperour Marcus Aureligs, which cauſed 
Fire from Heaven to fall down on the Heads of its Enemies. And we 
may truly affirm the World hath not bin wanting to uſher in this his pre- 
tended Vidtory with their Shouts and Acclamations. Now if it be enqui- 
red of Mr. 4rnaud, what Advantage he can expe from this whole Contro- 
 verly ; He will tell us, zt is the Intereſt of the Catholick Church, and that be L- 2 C. 4 


will never be perſwaded to ſuffer one of its cleareſt Proofs to be ſnatcht ont of P. T5, 
his 
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Nulity of the Conſequence, Mr. Arnaud Book II. 


In bis Prefa- 
P. 10- 


his Hand, ſeeing it eftabliſheth the Faith of a Myſtery, wherein conſiſteth the 
Objett of "its Devotion thro the whole World, That God preſerves all theſe Chriſti- 
an Soci:ties,altho divided from his Church,and ſuffers not the Tyranny of Tnfidels 
wholly to ſwallow them up, nor the knowledg of principal Myſteries to be quite ex- 
tinguiſht amongſt them, to the end they may remain as Witneſſes for the Catholick 
Cauſe, in teſtifying' the Antiquity of thoſe Doltrines which the new Fereticks 
deny. It he be demanded whether none of the DoCtors of the. Church of 
Rome, have hitherto made uſe of this Argument ; he will tell you, that no 
one yet hath exaQty handled this matter. Which is to ſay that this great 
Intereſt of the Catholick Church, and this Proof, which is one of the moſt 
famous ſhe hath, whereby to eſtabliſh her Faith and Devotion, in reſpe& of 
this MyRery, was reſerved for Mr. Arnaud, and that the Divine Providence 
has not withheld, for ſo many Ages the Violence of the Infidels, nor pur a 
ſtop to the Progreſs of the Mahometans, nor preſerved theſe Reliques of 
Chriſtianity in the Z#aft , but only for the ſake of Mr. Arnaud's excellent 
Treatiſe, which was to be the Admiration of the Univerſe. You mult not 
then think it ſtrange, if he himſelf after this, hath judged it worthy to be 
Preſented to Kings and Princes, and Dedicated even to the Head of the Xo- 
miſh Church, and ſuffer'd ſo many DoCQtors to make Paregyricks in its Praile. 
What farther remains but that it ſhould be compared to the Saviour of the 
World. Aad this Honour has not bin wanting to it. 


THE Author of the Z2th»fiaſms lays, that as the Son of God before his 
Birth,. purifyed Zohn the Baptiſt his Fore-runner, and having wrought this 
Miracle, left the Virgins Boſom, to publiſh to Men the glad Trdings of Peace 
So likewiſe Mr. Ar2aud's Book, when as yet in the Boſom'of its Author, 
has repleniſhed a great Man with its Divinity, and having begun its Mira- 
cles by this Converſion, was publiſhed in the time of this late Peace, made 
1n the Roman Church. So far have they carried it on beyond Reaſon and 
Chriſtian Modeſty. 


NAM QUE ſiliceat puſilla magnis plenum & numine numini libellim equa- 
re,ut pravibus licet Poetis. {is omnibus diem ſubibis, O quantum omnibus Li- 
belle fauſei, quibus Sydereus ſubit puellus,qui dum delituit terebricoſucs facris vi- 
ſeeribus Sacre Puelle,quot miracula ſunt ſecuta natum? Hoc monſtro fuit auſpicatus 


#10 quod cum numinis ad ſui perenne lumen & prodomo ſuoq; Yati futuro in- 


genitas fupaſſet umbras, purgaſſet veteriq, labe fadum, nil beatiucs eftimarit il- 
le quam per pacificos ſnbire plauſus diem, & Yirginis ſinu Parentis involare fi- 
num recentioris pacis. Quid melins beatinfue its ominibus diem widebis? O 
quantum ominibus libelle fauſtis, ex quo, dum latites tenebricoſus, abſq; ſole, tus 
in fiau Parentis Dins------immigravit ardor affulſitq, viro undequaq; numen 
quod imas animi in ſui medulls, quando ambilins vir ille ſenſit charts gliſcere de 
tuis libelle magis gliſcere quo magis magiſq; luſtraret latebras ſinuſq; rerum tua 
luce, liber, nitoribuſq; raptus wumine quo tumebat intus raptus numine, numen, 
7 numen, ib numeni ait, ſeveriorq, in ſe ſe exerit hoc fides libello, Enthu- 
lalmo. 


TO all which I have no more to ſay,but only that IT am not at all concern- 


ed at this pretended Divinity, and that Mr. Arnaud's Thunder has neither 


ſcared nor hurt me, his twenty Million of Witneſſes are no more in my Ap- 
prehenſion than twenty Millions of Phantaſms ; and in ſhort I doubt not but 
I ſhall prove the Truth of theſe three Propoſitions. Firſt, ſuppoſing that 
Mr. rnaud is able to make good his Pretences concerning the Greek and o- 

ther 


£ 


Crave. 1. pretends to draw fromthe Schiſmatical Churches. 


ther Eaſtern Churches, from theeleventh Century to this preſent, it would 
not hence follow, that either the Alteration here in Queſtion mult be impol- 
ſible, or that it hath not actually hapned, and conſequently, that this tedi- 
ous Diſpute on this Subject is vain and ulelefs, in re{pett of the main of the 
Cauſe which I defend. Secondly, That the true Gree: Church, and others 
whom the Zatizs call Schiſmaticks have never reckoned 7ranſubſtantiation, 
nor the Adoration of the Sacrament amongſt the Articles of their Creed. 
Thirdly, That all Mr. Arzaud's Endeavours to prove the Affirmative, are In- 
effetual, and that even the greateſt part of his Proofs conciude the contrary 
of what he pretends. And for as much as it may not be amif5 to enquire 
into the Reaſons of this his pretended Triumph fo loudly proclaimed, we 
ſhall therefore in confirming theſe three aforementioned Propoſitions, ob- 
ſerve likewiſe how Mr. 4rzaud impoſes on the World, to the end his Pro- 
ceedings may be the better laid open. 


T O Evidence then the Truth of the firſt of them, we muſt begin from 
the State of the Zafterz Churches, fince the eleventh Century, thar is to ſay 
from the time Berexgarizs was condemned, to this preſent, for by this means 
we ſhall come to know thoſe happy Fields which have furniſhed Mr. 4r2aud 
with ſo many Laurels, and at the ſame time diſcover the firſt of his Artifices, 
whereby he-would conceal the Condition of thoſe Churches, to the end he 
might make the W orld believe the Argument he draws from their Conſent, 
hath all the Weight and Strength which it is poflible for Arguments of this 
Nature to have. I lfay ſince the eleventh Ceatury to' this preſent, becauſe 
that Mr. /r-aud having divided his Diſcourſe touching the Greeks into two 
parts. The firſt from the ſeventh Century to the eleventh, and the other 
from the eleventh to this preſent, and having begun with" this latter part, I 
am thereby obliged to follow his order, that I may accommodate! my ſelf as 
much as in me lies to his Method. Ir muſt then'be' remembred, the preſent 
Queſtion only concerns thele Churches,. and eſpecially. that of the Greeks, 
from the eleventh Century to this preſent ; far we ſhall.examine in its place 
this other part of Mr. Arnanud's Dilcourle, which reacheth from the ſeventh 
tothe eleventh Century. | 


I T muſt nat be imagined, theſe Chriſtian Churches are now in as flouriſh- 
ing a Condition as they have bin heretofore. For they loſt ſoon atter the e- 
teventh Century their antient Splendor, being fallen- into a molt profound 
Ignorance, and corruption of Manners, and ahorrid Croud of Superſtitions, 
and Diſregard to the Myſteries of Religion; Which State of theirs inſtead of 
being amended by time, has grown every day - worle. 


WILLIAM Ard Biſhopof Zjre, deſcribing the Cauſes of the Inun- 
dations of the Barbarjaxs into SHria, and the Holy Land, and of this long =p Sa 
Servitude of the Zſterx Chriſtians; Zhe Faith, faith he, and fear of God de- * a I 
parted the whole Farth, and eſpecially from amonz ft them who ſtyled th:mſelves the 
Faithful. Fuſtice and Equity were no longer to be found amongſt them, for 
Fraud and F iolence reigned every where, and Malice had taken up the Place of 
Virtue, ſo that the Horld ſeemed to be at its Period, aud the time of the coming 
of the Son of Man at haud. Foy the Charity of many waxed cold, and there was 
no longer £aith to be found on Earth. The whole Face of thinos was changed, - 
aud 4 man would have thought the Univerſe to be at the point of falling into its 
autient Chags. The Princes inſtead of keeping their Subjetts in Peace, broke 
their Allyances and made TVar upon every frivolous Occafion. IVaſting whole 
Provinces 


the 
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Provinces by their Violences, and expoſing the Goods of the Poor to the fary of 
the rude Soldiery, there being nothing which could be preſerved from their Snares. 
Mem were haled into Priſon, and ſuffered the moſt —_ Torments to make 
them confeſs and reſign up their Eſtates. ». Neither could the Churches Treaſure, 
nor Monaſteries eſcape their Hands, altho their Priviledges and Immunities had 
bin pranted by Princes. 71 he Santtwaries were Violently broke open ; the eſſels 
dedicated toGods Service, together with the Sacerdotal YVeſtments and Ornaments 
were forcibly carried away. The Churches were no longer a ſhelter to the Miſera- 
ble. The High-ways were filled with Robbers, who ſpared neither Pilzrims nor 
Religions. The Towns and Cities were as little free from Danger, being full of 
Cat-throats who la wait for innocent Blood, Fornication in all kinds was com.- 
mon, and [ſuffered without ſhame or Puniſhment, as atbing lawful. Men added 
Trceſt to their Adulteries, and Chaſtity which is a Virtue ſo acceptable to God, 
was grown out of uſe amongſt them, as well as Moderation and Sobriety, which 
were forced togrve Place to Luxury and Drunkenneſs. And i to the Files. 
aſticks, they Irved no more regularly than the others, it was the ſame with the 
Prieft as with the People, as ſpeaks the Prophet, For the Biſhops erowing care- 
leſs, became dumb Dogs, having Reſpett to Perſons , They beſmeared their Heads 
with the Oyl of Sinners, like Hirelings abandoning their Flocks, and leaving 
them to the Mercy of Yolves, and becoming Simoniſts they forgat the Word of 
God, freely you have received, freely give. The Almighty then being provoked 
by ſo many Crimes, did not only ſuffer the Faithful in the Holy Land to remain 
in Bondage,but farther to Chaſtiſe them who were at Liberty,he ſtirred up Belphe- 
rus the Satrapas of Perlia and Aſlyria againſt Romainus Sur-named Diogenes, 
Emperour of the Greeks, \ 


Facobus Je FAMES de Yitry, who makes almoſt the ſame Obſervations touch- 


Yitriace. L, 1. ing; Gods Diſpleaſure againſt his Church, addeth moreover a thing very 
C. 14- likely, which is, that the.Careleſneſs and Ignorance of the Prelates, and the 
ſeveral Hereſies, which had then InfeCted the Zaft, occafioned-the ſuccesful- 

neſs of the Mahometan Religion. ee ns 


Sllat.de Ec: LEO Allittius, diſcourſing of the State of the Greeks during the twelfth 
cle. vccid. & Century, tells us that, after the Death of the Emperor Emanuel, the Grecian 
Orien. Perpe. Empire began every Day to Decay, either by the Incurſions of them of the Weſt, 
_ 'J-L 2: 13d the Barbarians of the Eaſt, or elſe through the ſoftneſs and delicacy, or Ty- 
FY ranny of the Emperors, or Avarice of their Miniſters, and frequent Inſurrecti. 
ons of the Nobility, till ſuch time as at length, this _ was miſerably op- 
preſſed by the Armies of the Latins. Religion it ſelf likewiſe was involved in 
the Ruin of the Empire, for matters were no longer determined by Reaſon and 
Honeſty, but by Rage and Hatred, which tranſported mens Spirits into Raſhneſs 
and Fury. At that time all things were in Confuſion, Divine and Prophane, the 
Juſt and Unjuſt were mixt together without any Diſcrimination, and theſe Chriſti- 
ans ( who had indeed no more of Chriſtianity but the Name ) inſtead of obeying 
the Dottrine of the Church, minded nothing but how t0 be revenged on their 

Enemies. | 


WILLIAM de Rubruquis an Emiſſary ſent by Pope Innocent the fourth 
to the Zartars, inthe Year 1253. Relates that the Mains, which are ſaith 
he a kind of Chriitians that peat the Greek Zanguage,and have Grecian Prieſts, 
but are ſo Ianorant, that they know not any of the Ceremonies belonging to the 
Chriſtian Religion, and ſcarcely have learned any thing more than the Name of 
Christ, 
£ 


THE 
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THE Author of the Hiſtory of the Council of Florence, relates a mat- Syepul Scce3; 
ter which ſufficiently ſhews the Ignorance and ſmall Capacity of the Greeks, © 7: 
for he tells us, that when the Emperor Fohn Paleologus determined to goin 
Perſon to the Council, and take along with him ſome of his Clergy, he 
ſent for Marcns of Epheſus and George Scholarins, who altho they were the 
moſt Learned in the _— yet were fainto apply themſelves to the ftudy- 
ing of Cabaſi/as;s Treatiſe, and to ſend ro Mount 4thos for Books, to the end 
they might be inſtruted-in the Points Controverted - between the two 


Churches. 


AND *tis in effe&t in the Monaſteries of this Mount, wherein hath for 
a long time bin confined all the Knowledg and Learning of this Church, to £S 4. © 8. 
which Mr. -4-naud Conſents; for he tells us, that this Place 15 the Seminary © *** 
of all the Religious 1» the > 6 , becauſe they who are there Educated, do afterwards 
diſperſe themſelves over all the Provinces of the Patriarchate of Conſtantinople, 
and are uſually ſetled as Superiours over the reſt. Sothat adds he, the Dottrine 
of Mount Athos, is the ſame of that of all the Religious of the Faſt, and the 
© Belief of the Religious of the Faſt, is the ſame with that of all the Biſhops, who 
are all taken hence. Whereupon we may conclude I think from Mr. Arnaud's 
own Teſtimony, that the Knowledg at Athos is that of all Greece, and con- 
ſ{equently to underſtand wherein conſiſts this Knowledg, we need but Read 
what they Relate who have travelled into theſe Countries: Zhe Greeks be- B:lon's 01ſer- 
longing to the Monaſtery of Mount Athos, faies Beloy, have bin far more v1" 3: 
Learned heretofore than at 2 a6 There are not any of them now but are very wy ION 
tenorant, there being not to be found above one knowing Calojer in each Monaſte 
ry. Hethat deſires to have Books of Divinity, in Manuſcripts may be furniſh- 
ed with ſome, but as for any Books of Philoſophy or Poetry they have none. He 
muſt attribute this loſs of Greek Books to the Careleſſneſs and Janorance of that 
People who are totally Degenerated. And not only within our own Memory, but 
for a -» fy there has not bin any Learned Man thro out all Greece, A- 
mone (# the fix thouſand Calojers that Inhabit the Mountain, in ſo great a Mul- 
_ 1 ſay, ſcarcely can we find above two or three in a Monaſtery that can Write 
and Read. | 


FO HW Cottovic ſpeaking of the Monks of this Mount,and others that in- 1;1-54-. r7;.. 
habit the Mountains of S$:2ay and Olympus, tells us they apply themſelves parti- roſot. & Syr. 
cularlyto Husbandry, that they Live on their Labour, and that there are few of © *« ©. 6+ 
them additted to Study, the greateſt part of them being very Stupid and Janorant, 


HE that wrot the Voyage of Mr. De /a Hye who went Embaſſador from 
the late King to Conſtantinople, givesalmoſt the ſame account of the Learn+ we. ttays 
ing of thoſe good Religions : we Yjfited, faith he, Mount Athos, which they Voyage. Paris 
of that Country call the Holy Mountain, becauſe of five thouſand Calojers who £4# >. 16:94 
live in great Auſterity in twenty three Monaſteries about it ; theſe Religious are pts 
of St. Baſils Order, and acknowledge the Patriarch of Conſtantinople for their 
Head. They are greater Lovers of an Aitive than a Contemplative Life, for 
there are few of them that can read ; ſo that the greateſt part employ themſclues 


in Tillins of the neiohbourins Grounds. which are wery f«rtil, 
#4 f g i p / f De Grace. 
recentior bar. 


ANTHONT Caucus Arch-Biſhop of Corfu, giving an Account to ad Greg. X11. . 


Pope Gregory the thirteenth, of the State of the Greek Church in his time;de- £ 5 AG. 


{cribes it after this manner. There is no body bat knows, \aies he, that the's ou Reg. 


K Arts 
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Otfſcruat. L.1, 
C. 3, 


Tl event's * 


Arts and Sciences came from Greece, as the Hero's out of the Trojan Horſe. But 
it is now much 2therwife, —- 1 found ſo much Tonorance of all things amons ( 
theſe modera Greeks, ans eſpecially the Prieſt s that have the charge of Inſtruct- 
ing the People, that ſcarcely do they know how to read the Church Service. And 
we need not be aſtoniſhed at this : for thoſe that are called to the Exerciſe of the 
Miniſtry are Tradeſmen, who leaving their Shops and Trades become immediate- 
ly Papa's. Nt is ordinarily obſerved in Greece, that to day you may ſee a man 
who is a Taylor, tobecome to morrow a Prieſt. Today he is a Perfumer or Barber, 
who the next day is a Papas. To day a Goldſmith, and to morrow a Prelate. If 
you ask them concerning their Belief, or Ceremonies, and require a Reaſon for 
their Cuſtoms, they return no other Anſwer, but they follow their Predeceſſors. If 
you proceed farther and ask who theſe Predeceſſors were, they become mute. 


THE ſame Zohn Cottovic whoſe Teſtimony Ialready produced concern- 
ing the Monks of Mount Athos, Olympus, and Sinay, affirms the Religioas 
throout all Greece, tobe no better learned than thoſe aforementioned, 7Zhat 
which 7 find, laies he, moſt deſpicable in this Nations, they have no town nor Ci- 
ty, wherein there are any Schools or Colledges for the bringing up of their Youth, 
Neither take they care to form their Childrens Minds, to Arts or Sciences. 
They are ſo averſe to Learning, that they ſeem as it were to be afraid of it : Sq 
that we may truly affirm, Learning is wholly baniſhed from Greece which was here- 
rofore the Mot her of it. For at this day there is not the leaſt Trace to be found 
of it, the Greeks becoming Barbarians with the Barbarians. 


B E 1.0 N made the ſame Obſervation before him : // the Greeks, ſaith 
he, as well thoſe under the Venetians, as them under the Turkiſh Fmpire, are ſo 
marvelouſly Ionorant at this day, that there is not a City thro out all their Coun- 
try, wherein there is any Univerſity ; for they care not to have their Children In- 
ftrufted. 


FUG ENIUS Roger, a Franciſan Fryar, who was an Emiffary in Bar- 
bary, tels us ( in his Deſcription of the Holy Land, 7hat the greateſt part of 
the Religious and Secular Prieſts (he means of the Greeks in Paleſtine ) are 
extreamly Janorant, and apply themſelves to mean Exerciſes, and mechanical 


Arts. 


Mr. Zhevenot confirms the ſame, in his Voyages, where ſpeaking of the 


V« yages-1a1t Greeks of the Ifle of Chios. Learning, faith he, is a Stranger to them of that 


tf. ©. B39 


Relation of 


Country, being all extreamly gnorant. And a little farther, ſpeaking of the 
Iſland of NVixia, and of a Church there, it 7s ſerved, laies he, by Monks, 
who are all of "em Peaſants, void of Learning, and tis not only ſo there, but "tis 
the ſame in all the Iands of the Archipelago, they are ſo Ignorant that it may be 
truly ſaid of them, they HVorſhip the unknown God. 


FRANCIS Richard the Jeſuit, in his Relation concerning the Iſle of 


the Ifle of S:. St. Zrinis, makes the ſame Obſervation, the gnorance, laies he, of our My- 


Erin C. 5, 


ſteries is ſo great in Turkey, eſpecially where the Emiſſari's have not frequented, 

that 7 wonder, conſidering the ſeveral particular Difficulties in our Faith, and 

the Temptations they have offered them to leave it, that all of *em do not take the 

Turbant, after the [ſome manner as them of \Candia, where above ſixty thouſand 
J 


Perſons have already done it. 


DU 
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DU Zoir, diſcourſing of the Arnantes,. of Albanciſes,(thatare a kind of Peo- _ " 
ple whoſe Original is ſcarcely kaown,)they are,laies he, diſperſed over the Cam. 
pains of Greece axd call themſelves Chriſtians, but yet know nothing of our Re> 

ligion more thin the Name, and exerciſe nd more of it but the Sign of the 

Croſs. 


BUT it may be perhaps anſwered, there ought not tobe the ſame judg- 
ment made of the Greeks at Conſtantinople ; ſeeing the Patriarchal Churchi 
being there, it is likely they are not ſo Ignorant as the others, where the 
fame Care has not bin taken for the Preſervation of Religion. lam willing 
to believe that if there be any Knowledg left in Greece, the Church of Cox- 
ftantinople hath it, and yetif we would know the Condition of this Church 
weneed but read Zohz Barbareau's the Jeſuits Letter which was written from ks Tas 
Conſtantinople, the tenth of Fuly, 1667. The Schiſmatical Greeks, faieshez ters {:ne eo 
which are in this City to the Number of three hundred Thouſand, are ſo many the Procur.of 
Souls to be won to our Saviour, _—_ that in effect, after they have told us they 'h* m_ 
are Chriſtians, and for a Teſtimony thereof have croſſed themſelves, there is no"; _ - 
other fron of Chriſtianity tobe expetted from them : for as to what concerns Pray- Let x. P.z- 
ers and other religious Exerciſes they are Names and Things unknown to them. 7 
have oftentimes agked Perſons whom 7 took to be the moſt intelligent amongſt them, 
whether there wefe more Gods than one, and whether Feſus Chriſt from whom they 
derived their {Name, was God and Man, and ſeveral other Queſtions which 
are put to Children in France, when they learn their Catechiſm, But they allof 
*em anſwered they were not ſo deeply learned in Divinity as to anſwer ſuch great 
Points, and when 7 told them they were bound to know theſe things under Pain of 
Damnation, 1 perceived they were not much troubled thereat, for as they believed 
nothing, fo they feared wothing. Now not only the common People and Seculars 
are no better Learned, but moſt of their Prelates, and others of the Clergy, 7 
have oftentimes asked the Prieſts of religious Orders, who were brought up all 
their life times in Monaſteries, concerning their Belief, whether they thought 
there was more than one God, and whether Jeſus Chriſt was the true God, and 
other principal Myſteries, but I could not find one amongſt them able to anſwer 
me. And ſome of *'embeing aſhamed of their own Tgnorance and Stupidity, made 
this Excuſe, that their Abbot knew all theſe things, but for their parts they ne- 
ver Fay Divinity. And demanding how it was poſſuble they could live twenty 
or thirty Tears in a Monaſtery, without hearing any Mention made of theſe neceſ- 
ſary Points, they thereupon told me, that in Monaſteries and in all other places, 
all their Endeavonrs are laid out ingetting their Living ;, ( Heafterwards tells 
us ) that one of the chiefeſt Cauſes of this Diſorder is, that the Patriarch 
bu ys his Patriarchate, and ſells all other FEecleſiaſtical Promotions, and that the 
Arch-Biſhops, and Biſhops do the ſame to th:ir inferiour Clergy. Neither muſt 
we imagine other Zaſterz Chriſtiazs in a better Condition than the Greeks. 
Pietro Della Valle a famous Traveller, aſſures us, that the Chriſtians at. Bag- 
dad, being of ſeveral Communions, know nothing of Religion, but its Name,and 200 _ 
to make the ſign of the Croſs, having no Churches, Sacraments, nor Perſons who hw tt; 
can edminiſter them, or if they have, their Prieſts are .ſo Ignorant that *tis im- F. 76. 
- poſſible for them to inſtruct the People in thoſe things, they themſekves do not 
underſtand. 


THE fame Author ſpeaking of the Chriſtians of Presbyter Fohbn, there Tonis P4366 
are, ſaies he, 7 know not how many Chaldean Chriſtians, called Chriſtians of 
at. John cr Sabeagbut have ns more of Chriſtianity than the name, for they have 
x K 2 ny 


- 
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no other Church but the Loagings f 4 a Prieſt, a very ignorant man, which place 
they had in my time, and where ſcarcely any body affiſts at Divine Service. They 
keep no Faſts, nor obſerve any Abſtinence from Meats, Fating indifferently of 
all forts, neither have they ſcarcely any thing like a Sacrament amongſt them. 

Ten.z.P-188. He obſerves the ſame concerning the Georgiens, they are, ſaies he, leſs in- 
fetted with Errors than others, and being I, addiited to Learning than the 
Greeks, they have leſs Malice, and more [2norance. | 


BED THOM AS Herbert a famous Pngliſh Man, ( whoſe Voyages are Tranſ- 

or. latedinto French, by Mr. DeVicgfort ) ſpeaking of theſe ſame Georgiens, in 
Voyages L.z, . X 8 

P. 244 the City of Aſlepoſe, faies he, ad thereaboats, awell near forty thouſand Geor- 

—_ and Circaſhans, who all of em profeſs Chriſtianity, but live moſt miſera. 

le Lives, being Slaves, and deſtitute moreover of all Knowledg of the Chriſtian 

Myſteries, only they have a great Veneration for St. George, who was Biſhop of 


| Cappadocia, ard their Apoſtle. 


1%.enps AS to what concerns the Coprires, they are ſaid to be as Ignorant as any of 
Voyages Part the reſt. Theſe Coprites, fares Mr. Thevenot, are a ſort of very dul and ſtu- 
2« C. 75. pid People, ſo that there can be hardly found a Perſon among ft them who is fit to 
Montcmis Ot 4 Patriarch, Montconys, after the ſame manner tells us, that the Coptites 
Voyages. bold the heretical Dottrine of Dioſcorus, Patriarch of Alexandria , and 
P. 229. are very Ignorant in matters of Religion. 


"OY EUG ENTUS Roger, a Franciſcan Fryer, one of the Popes Emiſſaries 

of the Holy" 1N' Barbary, ſpeaking of theſe Coprites, tells us, 7hat this ation is the moſt 

Land. L.z. dull and Jonorant of all the Faſtern Chriſtians. They are never heard to diſcourſe 
concernins Divine Myſteries, or Religious Matters. The greateſt part of their 
Prieſts can neither Write nor Read, and ſeem to att with as little Reflettion as 
bruit Beaſts, as far as Tcould perceive, all the time I ſojourned in Egypt, He 
adds, that the preateſt part of the Religious, who dwell in Monaſteries in the 
Deſerts of Thebes, are extream Brutiſh, and work like Horſes. 


Sponl. Ann. Mr. De Sponde Biſhop of Pamies, giving an Account in his Annals of a 
Tom 3: Ann, pretended Union of the Coptites with the Church of Rome, made in the Year 
BOT. 1561, Pins the fourth being Pope, he tells us amongſt other things, that 
their Patriarch whoſe Name was Gabriel, was a very ignorant Man, and 
one of their Errors was, they reckoned ſeven Sacraments, and inſtead of 
thoſe of Marriage, Confirmation, and extream UnQtion, they ſubſtituted 
Faith, Faſting, and Prayer, which they adopted into the Number of Sacra- 
Goureau's ments. The Armenians are noleſs Ignorant, for Anthony de Gouveantells us 
ro_—_—_ they are a Peope wholly Unlearned and Simple, and that moreover David their Pa- 
P. 3:8. © triarch knew no more than onlyto Writeand Read in his own Lanouage, which 


is, adds he, a thing very common amongſt them. 


FOHMN Barbereau'\, a Jeſuit whom Talready mentioned, faics they are in 
Conſtantinople #9 the number of above ſixty Thouſand ; and are, if poffible,more 
lenorant than the Greeks. They hold the ſame Errors with them, and have 4 
| particular Hereſy which diſtinoniſhes them from the reſt. Their Janorance, ad- 
Forra'n L.et- deth he, is ſo great, that 7 have heard themſelves ſay, they never go toChurch 
«rs Let. I ir when they Conſecrate, knowing neither the Uſe nor Deſign of that Myſtery,and 
who can inſtrutt them in theſe things? their Patriarchs and Prelates are buſted in 

getting Mony, like the Greeks, that they may have whereon to live. 


VINCENT 
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 FINCENT le Blans, ſpeaking of the Chriſtians of the Zndia's, cal j, þ,,... 
led the Chriſtians of St. Zhomas, and who follow the Vefforian Hereſy, the voyages. 
Chriſtians of theſe Places, faies he, have ſtill retained ſome part of the Inſtrufti- Parti. P.r1s; 
ons left them by St. Thomas, but they are extream Jgnorant in the principal Ar- 

ticles of Faith; and know not how to ſing in their Churches, ſo that "tis ahard 

matter to keep them in any kind of Tune, 


THE Inhabitants of the Iſle of Socotora, faies Du Farric the Jeluit, call _ A 
themſelves Chriſtians ( being likewiſe Chriſtians of St. Thomas, that is to ſay = ft Fw 6 
Neftorians ) they very much honour and reverence the Croſs. They are all of them 1,x.C.5.P.u4. 
very Janorant, ſo that they can neither Write nor Read, and "tis the ſame with 
their Caciques ( that is to ſay their Prieſts) who having learned certain Prayers 
by rote, ſing them in the Church, and often repeat a Word which comes near to our 


Hall:1uja. 


T HIS ſame Ds Zarrick, who wrote the Hiftory of the Reduftion of the 
Neſtcrians of Malabar to the Obedience of the Pope, which was brought to 
paſs by Alexis de Meneſ:s Arch-Biſhopof Goz in the Year 1599, does fuffi- 

'ciently ſet forth the Ignorance of this People. For he tells us, that there was ſg 
great Confuſion on, them,in reſpect of the eſſential form of Baptiſmthat eve- 
xy Cacanar ( for ſo do they call their Prieſts ) baptiſed after a ſever al manner and 

the ooes part of them, ( addeth he ) cannot be ſaid in any kind to admini- 
fter the Sacrament, ſeeing they uſe not Words eſſential thereunto, So that the 

Arch-Biſhop found ane o the greateſt Towns of this Biſhoprick of ( Angomale ) 
to have biu deficient in this important Point of our Religion, whereupon he prt- 
wately Baptiſed the greateſt part of the People, afier a right and due manner. 
He relateth moreover that there were ſeveral amongſt them who were not 
Baptiſed at all, and yet received the Fachariſt, which was a very common 
thing amongſt them, that they uſually did not Baptiſe their Children till 
ſome Months or Years after their Birth : and that there were ſome at ten or 
eleven years of Age Unbaptized. That they were wont every Sunday to 
kindle a Fire in the middle of the Church, and having caft Incenſe therecn, 
every one drew near to take of the Smoak with his Hand, with which carry- 
ing it to their Breaſts, they thought thereby their Sins were chaſed out of 
their Souls. , He adds, that the Latin Biſhop which was ſent them, after their 
Reduition, viſited ſeveral Plates of his Nioeeſs, in which there had no Prelate 
bin for this thirty Tears, where he found ſuch a Degeneracy both as to Points of 
Faith and Manners, that moſt of them had no more of Chriſtianity in them but 
the Name. : 


ALTHO the Maroxites have bin long ſince reconciled to the Church of 
Rome, yetare they not better Inſtrufted than the reft. Zoſeph Beſſon in his 
Treatiſe of the Holy Land, faies, 7>ey are ftriken with four Plague: worſe thay 
the Plagues of Egypt, vis, Jonorance, want of Devotion, Uſury, and Tnjuſtice, 
they can ſcarcely be perſwaded, faies he, that the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity is 
the Son of God , and that Feſus Chrift who is God, dyed, and that God ever 
had a Son. It is incredible ſay they with the Tarks ; How can he have a Son ſee+ 


ing he was never married? and if he was God how could he dy: ? 


I could eaſily produce ſeveral Teſtimonies touching the State of the 17o/- 
covites, Abyſſizs, and Facobites; for their Condition is no betrer than the reſt, 
God havins ſuffered all theſe Churches which were heretofore fo fayoured 


with 
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with the Light of his Truth, to fall inſenſibly into ſo great Darkneſs, that 
a man can ſcarce perceive the leaſt Mark of Chriſtianity amongft them. 
There is not in Moſcovia, faies Poſſevin the Jeſuit, any Greek Books or Aca- 
| demies ;, having made diligent Search for ſome that underſtood Greek, I could 
Biblut. Sele8. find nowe. They have heaped up Error upon Error, and altho they brag of theiv 
Z. 6. C.5. Chriſtianity above other People, yet do they refer all things to the Wiſdom of their 
Prince as to an Oracle, having imbibed this Principle from their Infancy. They 
walue not Strangers nor ſuffer them to come into their Country unleſs they be Po- 
Derctus Tanders, Germans, or Portugailes, for they deſpiſe att others. He ſaies more- 
Miſco. F. 2, over the Moſcovits have ſuch Confidence in their Prince, that when they 
are asked touching any Point,they commonly anſwer, God only and our Prince 
kuow that. Our great Czar knows all things, he can immediately ſolve all Diffei- 
culties, There ts no Religion whoſe Ceremonies and Opinions he is 10t acquainted 
with. Hhatſoever we have or are, whether on Horsback, or in Health, *tis all 
owing to our great Prince, he faies farther, they have neither Schools nor Aea- 
demies amongſt them, only bringing up their Children to Hrite and Read, learn- 
ing them the Goſpels, the Aits of the Apoſtles, a certain Chrontele which they 
have, with ſome of St. Chryſoſtom's Homelies, and the Zives of ſome of therr 
Saints, that ſhould any Perſon endeavour to make a ow Progreſs in Learning, 
he would be in danger of being puniſhed. Asto their Priefts and Monks, he 
aſſuresus, they are prodigiouſly” Ignorant, for having demanded of them who 
was the founder of their Order , not one of them could anſwer him ; and as 
to the People he fates, they work at all times, not excepting Sundaies and Holy- 
daies, and think it belongs to Gentlemen, and not tothem to frequent the Church. 
That they are very well pleaſed with their qwn Simplicity, and often make the 
Sign of the Croſs, and are great Worſhippers of Images. As concerning the 
Ruſſians, which are under the King of Polands Government, he faies, that 
ſometimes their _—_ perfor me the Divine Service in Greek, altho few of them, 
if any, do underſtand that Language, and that they are very 1znorant in Divi- 
nity. 


AS to the 4s, the Relation of the Jeſus Paez, which Du Farrick has 
inſerted in his Hiſtory of the: Zaſt Zndias, gives us ſufficiently to underſtand 
their Ignorance. For he tells us, that the Spiritualities of the Empire, depend 
wholly on the Emperour. That the Eccleſiaſticks do nothing but what he would 
have them, and that ſhould he command them all to turn Catholicks, they would 
zot difobey him. He tells us he diſputed with. one of them, upon occaſion 
of the legal Ceremonies which they obſerve, and that this Perſon could not 
tell how to anſwer him otherwiſe, than that there were ſome who could fa- 
tisfy him on that Point. He farther adds, 7hat theſe People knowing little, 
there was immediately . ſpread a Report concerning me, that I was a great Dodtor, 
and thereupon never came any Perſon afterwards to diſpute with me. Dn Farric 
obſerves that the Jeſuit Paez having taught ſome Children their Catechiſme, 
the Kingand all his Court were ſo aſtoniſhed at the matter, that he told 
thoſe about him, ſaying, what ſhould our Monks diſpute with this Father for, 
who are not able to anſwer theſe little Children, the plain Truth of it is, we have 


neither Doftrine, nor Tnſtruttion, neither any thing more than the Name of 
Chriſtians. 


hor of te A AELFEUS the Jeſuit, relates, that a Prieſt named Gonſalvas Rhode- 

Inlia L 16.7ick, ſent from Goa to Clandus King of the Aby/ins, in the Year 1556. Found 

P..gz3, himand his greateſt Courtiers very Janorant both in the Kuowleds of Councils, 
and all kinds of Divine and Humane Learning. Theſe are his own Words. 


Mr. 


ld 


J 
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: 

Mr. De Spozde, relating in his Eccleſiaſtical Annals the principal Articles «Anna1. rect 
of their Belief, according to the Confeſſion of Zaga Zabo, concludes in thele ** 9" 1524. 
Terms. They have ſo many ridiculous Fopperies among ft them, that they have 
ſcarcely any thing more of Chriſtianity than the Name. 


MOREOVER they are not only Ignorant of the Myſteries of Religi- 
on, but likewiſe in all kinds of Learning, which made Beſſoz the Jeſuit ſay 
concerning Syria. . That the Sciences are more rare in the Eaſtern Parts than 
the Phenix, and mechanical Arts more prized than Sciences, wherefore, addeth 
he, the continual multitude of Books which encreaſe every Day in Exrope, con- 
tinually decreaſe in Syria. The beſt of them have already paſſed the Seas, ſeve- 
ral of which areto be ſeen in the Libraries in France, ſo that thoſe which remgin 


are very ordinary ones. 


TO this groſs Ignorance , we may joyn their Superſtition, the uſual 
attendant of Ignorance ; for 'tis certain theſe People are incredibly guiley of z;7 . # -1 
it. 7he Armenians according to the Teſtimony of Nicephorus, f:4 Celebrate L.18.C 3. 
Faſter after the manner of the Jews, flayins Sheep and Oxen, and ſprinkling 
the Poſts of their Doors, with the Blood of a Lamb, and inſtead of communicat- 
ing of the Blood of our Saviour, they Sacrifice « Lamb, which being Roajted they 
divideit amongſt them, This Cuſtom being a very antient one, is yetin ule 
amongſt them. 


B ESSOMW the Jeſuit tells us, Zhey call this Sacrifice Korban, and that £ 

he that offers it, cauſeth a Sheep to be brought to the Church Porchqvhere the Prieſt oY _—_ 
bleſſes Salt, and puts it down the Throat of the Sacrifice, afterwards Conſecrates when: wnrg 
the Knife, and then laies his Hand onthe Head of the Sheep and cuts its Throat, P. 48. 
The Biſhop and Prieſt take their Share, one part whereof is diſtributed to the Poor, 
and another ſerves for the Feaſt, which is Celebrated with all publick Teſtimonies 
of Rejoycing. The ſame Emiffary informs us, that the great Diſorders of the 
Levant are its Superſtitions, andthe Peoples Recourſe ro Mag icians, the number 
of whom is very Conſiderable amongſt Chriſtians, whoſe Poverty and Sickneſſes 
make them uſe theſe wretched Remedies, 


THE Coprites, and Abyſſins, beſides Baptiſm, ule Circumciſion, which | 
they receive the eighth day, after the manner of the Fews. The Aoy//ms mom wi 
: , f quet ſacy. L.;, 
Baptiſe themſelves every Year on Twelfth-Day, in the Lakes or Ponds, in re- c; ;. 
membrance of our Saviours Baptiſm. Poſſevin relates the ſame of the Frer-word's 
Meſcovites. For hetells us that twice a Zear, viz. on the day of the Epiphany , _— _ 
and that of thegAſſumption, the Metropolitan Bleſſes the River of Molco ; Pm: 7s 
and that the Prieſts Bleſs after the ſame manner other Rivers, that ſeveral Me alii paſſim de 
and Women Waſh themſelves therein with the Ceremony of a triple Immerſion ; _ Meſeo- 
that the Horſes and Images are Baptiſed in like manner, and that this in their * © 
Language is called Baptiſm. | 
; Ciriftaph 
. Iſearce know what to think of that Cuſtom amonglt the Greeks, of tak- xe oY 
inguptheir Dead, a Year after they are buried. If they find their Bodies Grec.'C. 25. 
are not yet conſumed, they examine what remains of them, and if ir doth *'-* "__ 
not ſtink, but hath a good Colour, they eſteem that Perſon a Holy Man: But x,.4,ng.cur 
if on the contrary, the Corps be Black or Swelled,they repute him to have bin ?. 68,. 
an ill Liver, and an Excommunicated Perſon. Wherefore it is, that in their OI Pipe 


form of Excommunication, one of their Imprecations is, that ſuch a Perſon 7. 
may : 
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Clrifloph. 


Angel. C42, 
a Renegado for his Abſolution. 


<Annot. Al- 


lat. de quo- 


rund. Gracor. 
opanat. & ali 


paſſim. * 


Chriftoph. 


cAngel.C.q2. 


Relation of 


the Levart,or 


may not be conſumed after Death, neither in this World nor in that which is to 
come, but that he may be ſwelled like # Drum. They verily believe this is per- 
fealy accompliſhed : And Zeo Allatizs tells us ſeveral Stories of thoſe Phan- 
taſms which they call Burcolaques, which are ſaith he, Zxcommunicated Per- 
ſons, who being deceaſed torment the living, and of whom the Greeks are as 
much afraid, as our Children, when we tell them of Fryar Bourrs's Ghoſt. 
Nay fo greatly are they Prepoſleſſed with falſe Opinions,as to imagine an Ex- 
communication pronounced by a Chriſtian that afterwards turns Turk, pro- 
duces the ſame Effe&, that is to ſay, keeps the Body from Conſuming, and 
cauſes it to grow -hard and ſwell, till ſuch time as this Excommunication be 
taken off by him who pronounced it, altho never ſo great an Infidel: Which 
is confirmed by Zeo Alatius concerning the Patriarch Raphael, who to dil- 
ſolve the Body of an excommunicated Perſon, was forced to apply himſelfto 


o 


W E may reckon in the Number of the Grecian Superſtitions, the belief 


' they have long held, touching a Miracle that happens every Year, in the Se- 


pulcher at Zeruſalem, on the Saturday before Zaſter, which is, That all the 
Lamps being extinguiſhed, the Patriarch enters alone into the Sepulcher, 
and God ſends a Beam of Light from Heaven, wherewith he kindles the 
Torch he holds in his hand, and therewith lights all the reſt. Whichis per- 
formed with great Ceremony, and publick Acclamations of Rejoycing, not 
only by the Greeks, but all the Eaſtern Chriſtians which are at Fer»/alem,for 
they all hold this Miracle to be true. 


NEITHER do they at all ſuſpe&t the Truth of another Miracle, which 
they ſay happens once a Year in Cazre, near the River of /Vi/e, and which 
laſts from Holy Thurſday to Aſcenſion Day. Which is, that in ſeveral 
Countriesthe dead Bodies ariſe out of their Graves : But this Miracle only 
happens when they celebrate Z#after according to antient Cuſtom z Where- 
as ſhould they Celebrate it aceording to the new Kalender, the Miracle 
would infallibly ceaſe, as it fell out about fourſcore or a hundred Years 
ſince, when the Greeks altered the time of the Celebration, upon which the 
dead Bodies aroſe no more, and the Sacred Fire was alſo withheld from the 
Sepulcher, which obliged them to the Obſervance again of the former Day, 
whereupon the Miracles returned. And this Relation we have from Chri/to- 
phorus Angelus, and ſome others. We might give a farther Deſcription 
of the Ignorance and Superſtition of theſe poor People, were not what has 
bin already mentioned ſufficient to inform the World of M. 4rnaud's vain 
Triumphs. For when it ſhould appear that all theſe Seas held 7ranſub/tan- 
riation and the real Preſence, what Advantage would accrue tg him thereby ? 
Would it hence appear impoſlible that theſe DoQrines have crept in amongſt 
them, by the ſame means the true Myſteries of Chriſtianity have flipt out ; 
for Ignorance and Superſtition are but ſorry keepers of Evangelical Truths. 
It is eaſy to impoſe on theſe People whoſe Minds have bin ſo darkned with Er- 
rours,all marks of Chriſtianity having bin long ſince loſt amongſt them. They 
may be made believe any thing, being in this reſpe&t as white Paper,whereon 
men may write what they pleaſe. There needs but one mans falling into 
an Errour, to draw all the reſt after him. And this Mr. Poult hath well 
obſerved in the Account he gives us of the Neſtorians, who ſtill obſtinately YE- 


the Sieur of #477 their old Frrours, for which Reaſon they are hated by all the Levantine 
Poulet's Voy- Chriſtians, 
age. Part, 2. 
C. 28, 


They know not what they Believe, faies he, being ready to receive 4- 
ny new Opinion, be it what it will, provided it includes not a Submiſſion to the 
; Holy 
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Holy See. Which is as muchas to fay, they are not firm or Precautioned, 
againſt any Article but thar of Obedience to the Pope, having bin oftentimes 
tempted, and ſometimes ſurprized into an acknowledgment of his Suprema- 
cy, but as to other Points, they are very DucCtil, being 1gnorant of their 
Meaning. And theſe are ſuch People Mr. Arnaud deſires, and who ſeen to 
him fit Objets to ground his Diſpute on. He thought to make his Adyan- 
tage of this Confuſion z bur certainly he ought to give the World a true ac- 
count of theſe Matters, and not ſo highly to extol his own Victories, ſeeing 
the Honour of them is much diminiſhed by what I have allready offered. 


CHAP It 


That the temporal State of the Eaſtern People ſmce the eleventh Cens 
tury, and the Efforts the Latins haveWgge to communicate to ther 
their Religion, - do invalidate the Proof which is pretended to be 
drawn from their Belief. Mr. Arnaud's Artifice diſcovered. 


| ] ERE isthen Mr. 4rnaud's firſt Deceit deteQed, which conſiſts in 
the concealing from us the real Condition wherein this People 
have ſolong layn, as to Religion, to the end the weakneſs of his 
Arguments may lye undiſcovered. 

The ſecond conſiſts in ſetting before us ſeveral impertinent hiſtorical Paſ- 
ſages, on purpoſeto avert his Readers Mind, from a due Conſideration of 
thoſe things which he knows would prove diſavantagious to him. It is with: 
out doubt a very diſingenuous Artifice, thus to change the natural Uſe and 
Order of things, and ſnatch out of mens Sights the true and important Con- 
{ſequences may be drawn thence, by ſubſtituting others which are but mere 
Amuſements. And yetthis Mr. Ar»azd has done : for not being able to de- 
ny that the temporal State of the Eaſtern People, ſince the eleventh Centu- 
Iy , hath very much facilitated the Attempts of the Zatins, eſtabliſhing 
their DoQtrines inthoſe Parts ; He thereupon ſuppoſes Iaffirm the Greeks 
never knew the Zatins believed 7ranſubftantiation : and under pretence of 
oppoling this Fancy ſprung from his own Brain, he retails out the Hiſtory 
of the Zaſt, to ihew that the Greeks could not be ignorant of the Belief of 
the Zatins touching the Zuchariſt, Twill not inſiſt at preſent on the little 
reaſon he had to charge me with this Opinion; I ſhall make ir appear in 
the following parts of this Diſcourſe, that this is his Chimera and not mine. 
I ſhall only repreſent here the ſame hiſtorical Paſſages, Mr. 4rnaud has pro- 
duced, 1n that manner wherein they ought to be propoſed, to make a right 
Judgment of this Diſpute, and not in that falſe View wherein he has re- 
preſented them. In a Word, pretend to manifeſt by thoſe very things he has 
offered and Perverted, That if the Greeks and other Eaſtern Chriſtians 
doe believe 7ranſubſtantiation, as fully as the Church of Rome, yet does 
1t not thence follow that this DoQtrine has bin perpetual in that c_— : 

L cecing 
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ſceing they might have received it from the Zatins. 


FIRST then Mr. Arzaud takes a great deal of Pains to prove, there has 
bin a frequent Commerce between the Creeks and Zatizs, for he tells us that 
A ?.C. 8. Piſa, Penice, Rome, and ſeveral other Cities of /taly were full of Greeks, That 
-—_ Conſtantinople was full of Zatins, and Latin Churches ; that the Armies were 
uſually made up of Greek, Italian, and French Soldiers, which were continually in 
great Numbers at Jeruſalem, where they communicated in the ſame Churches 
from the Hands of the Patriarch, and Prieſts of that City ; That ſo great was 
the multitude of Pilgrims, that they adminiſtred the Sacrament every Day, that 
Perſons of the greateſt Quality, namely Kings, Princes, and Prelates, and Za- 
dies of the higheſt Rank, undertook theſe Pilgrimages, and that Jeruſalem was 
then, that is to ſay in the eleventh Century, a place whereunto all the Nations 
of the World reſorted. 


I ſhall not now enter into a Debate concerning what he tells us touching 
the Chriſtians receiving the Communion at Fernſalem, from the Pa- 
triarch and Prieſts of that City, He affirms it without proving it, for there 
is very little likelyhood that @#tſons of different Churches, who were ſo 
greatly divided, would reE&ive the Communion together from the ſame 
Perſon. But be itas it will, Iam fo far from railing a Conteſt about this 
frequent Commerce of the Greeks, with the Zatins, that Itake it for granted, 
to the end I may thereby demonſtrate to Mr. Arnaud the weakneſs of his Ar- 
gument. For when he ſhall prove, that the Greeks believe the Conver- 
ſion of Subſtances, and adore the Sacrament, he may then. well con- 
clude againſt me, that I have bin guilty of Raſhneſs in denying it: but he 
cannot any ways thereby advantage his Cauſe, ſceing it will remain till 
to be examined, whether theſe People did not receive theſe Dottrines from 
the Zatins, by means of their mutual Commerce fince Berengarius was laſt 
condemned. What I related in the preceeding Chapter touching the Igno- 
rance which hath reigned for ſo long atime in choſe Countries, and the foo- 
liſh Superſtitions which were introduced. even without our Knowledg of 
their Original, will ever render this Suppoſition probable, it being no diff- 
culr matter to conceive that a DoQtrine of this Nature might creep in, in the 
Dark amongſt 1gnorant and ſuperſtitious People, who held a perpetual Com- 
merce With others, that make open Profefſion of this DoCtrine. 


Mr. :4raud proceeds farther, and relates the Hiſtory of the Crorſado's to- 
wards the end of the eleventh Century, and in the twelfth, for the Conqueſt 
of the Holy Land ; and this Hiftory does well deſerve our Notice, For there 
will reſult from it theſerwo Truths, the one. that the bad Condition of the 
Greeks, and other Eaſtern Chriſtians obliged them, how Proud and Haughty 
loever they might otherwiſe be, to a ſervile Complacency with the Zatins, 
and toan accommodation with their Humours and Intereſt: And the other 
that the Zatizes have not negle&ted this favourable Occaſion, which the Con- 
-— 908 of Aﬀairs then offered them, to eſtabliſh their Religion in the 


iy OO 


Guilic. Tyr, WE all know in what Condition Paleſtine, Syria, and Egypt lay, when 
9 Jy &) | 

Bell. Sacri, thoſe of the Weſt went thither. * The Saracens had overrun theſe Coun- 

Lib. 1, C. 1: tries from Heraclins his time, that is to ſay from the ſeventh Century, and 

the Power of theſe Infidels grew formidable to all the World, whilſt the 

Greeks ſtrength continually decayed, whether by the Supinity of their Em- 

| perours, 
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lived. But this laſted not long, for the Miſeries into which they fell after- 
wards became ſo intollerable, that towads the end of the eleventh Century, 
Simeon Patriarch of Feruſalem, according to the Relation of /Ym: of Zyre, es T6. 
and Fames de Vitry, reſolved to procure the Aſſiſtance of the Zatins, and ;..,,"1.,,, 
write to Pope Urban the ſecond, and the Weſtera Princes, as well in his own t;# ovine. 
Name, as 1n that of the whole Church, by means of a French Pilgrim called © 15. 
Peter the Hermit, a Native of the Diocels of Amiens. Fm. of Zyre ob- 

ſerves that in the Conference the Patriarch had with this Hermit, he told 
him,:amongſt other things, 7hat they could expett no help from the Greeks, al- 

tho of the [ame Blood with them, anditheir Neighbours, becanſe they could hard- 

ly preſerve themſelves, having fallen into ſuch a Declenſion, that within a ſhort 

time they had loſt above half their Empire. In-effeQ, Mr. Arnaud hath him- 

{elf very well obſerved ; that the Zmperoars of Conſtantinople finding thems P. 13, 
ſelves unable to withſtand the Turkiſh Power ; implored the Aſſiſtance of the 

Chriſtian Princes in Europe and eſpecially that of the Pope, who at tha: time was 

the rioſt Powerful even: in Temporals of all Chriſtendom, and that Alexis Com- 

nenus: ſent for that Purpoſe Embaſſadors to the Council of Plailance: 


T HIS then was the true State of Aﬀairs amongſt the Greeks, and other 
Eaſtern Chriſtians, which forced them to a great Complyance with the 
Zatins, from whoſe Aſſiſtance they expeQted their Eſtabliſhment. 


THESE Letters of the Patriarch of Jeruſa/em, and the Entreaties' of 
Alexis, together with the Sollicitations of Peter the Hermit, procured the 
Expedition of the Zatins into Syria and Paleſtine, The Succels is known ; 
I ſhall ſay no more but that the Chriſtians of that Country, only changed 
their Maſters; for the Zattins ſetled themſelves there, not only as Friends, 
and Deliverers, but Conquerors, which made all things depend' on their Will, 
for as ſoon as ever they pofſeſſed themſelves of Syria and Paleſtine, they e- 
ſtabliſhed Zatin Biſhops there, and drove out the Greet Biſhops from their 
Churches that would not yield Obedience to the: Romani Church, nor ac- 
commodate themſelves to its way of Worſhip. Mr. Arnaud does not 
wholly accord with me in this. Ze muſt imagine, faies he; there was a mil- £ 25 C. to. 
lion of Tranſubſtantiators that paſſed over from Europe into Alia, and made** "93+ 
themſelves Maſters of great part of theſe Eaſtern Provinces: -» fs ſoon as they 
took any City, there was eſtabliſhed in it a Biſhop of the Latin Communion with + 
.4 end Clergy for the Service of that Church; Sometimes the Chriitians of 
the Eaſt ranged themſelves under his Obedience, and othertimes they were per- 
mitted to have a Biſhop of their -own Chooſing; He farther adds, that after the 
faking of Antioch, there was no other Patriarch eſtabliſhed than' him that was 
there before, and that he remained for the ſpace of two Tears. © That after the 
taking of Jeruſalem and other Cities of Syria and Paleſtine, therewas ansther 
Patriarch made, and ſeveral Latin Biſhops, the Greeks and other Chriſtians of 
Syria being left at their own Liberty as to their communicating with the Tatins. 

| L 2 THIS 
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T HIS pretended Moderation of the Zazi#s is firſt of all refuted by the 
ſme Author whom Mr. -4r»a#d quoted, who is Fames de /itry. James de 
Vitry, faies he, Teſtifies that the Chriſtians of Syria, who were of the ſame Re. 
ligion with the Greeks, had Biſhops of their own. *Tis not poſſible for an 
Author to be cited with leſs Sincerity ; for theſe are Fame3 de Vitry's Words ; 
The Syrians exat#ly obſerve the Cuſtoms and Ordinances of the Greeks in the 
Celebration of Divine Service, and other Spiritual matters, and obey them as 
Ht. Orient. their Superiours, But as to the Latin Prelates in whoſe Dioceſſes they live, they 
"39 freely affirm they obey them with their Mouths, but not in their Hearts, ſuper- 
ficially, and for fear of their temporal Lords. For they have their own Greek 
Biſhops, and would dread neither the Excommupnications nor other Laws of the 
Latins, did they not fear owr Zay-men would break off all Trade and Commerce 
with them. For they ſay amongſt themſelves the Latins are Zxcommunicated. 
Now where I pray is Me. Arnasd's Sincerity in thus alleaging Femes de /;- 
try's Teſtimony to prove the Moderation of the Zazins, who obliged not the 
Syrians to communicate with them unleſs they pleaſed themſelves. Theſe 
Words of his declare the Syrians did ſtill acknowledg their Greet Biſhops : 
But then again on the other hand, that they were conſtrained for fear of 
their temporal Lords to acknowledg the Zarin Prelates; and render them an 
external Obedience : which is exprefly contraty to what Mr. 4r»aad con- 
cludes. And yet he has not contented himſelf with thus alledging Famcs de 
Vitry, in a contrary Sence, but has made a Principle of it ; From whehce 
ibid.P.1z4- hedraws this Conſequence, concerning the other Chriſtians: #e owghr, 
faies he, i conclude the ſame of the other Seits of Armenians, Jacobites, and 
Neſtorians, with which all Syria was at that time filled. This ſeems to me; 
to be a too free diſpoſal of Principles and Concluſions. 


IN the ſecond place, this nded Moderation is refuted even by thoſe 
very Letters — Paſchal the ſecond wrote to the Zatins in the Eaſt, 
Baron. al after the taking of lem, in which he tells them, he has charged his Ze- 
am. 1100 oateto endeavour the regulating of the Charch, which God has delivered by their 
Hands, and that which lioald jereafrer be delivered by them, to corrett whatſo- 
ever ſhould be found contrary to ſound Dottrine, to Plant and Edify whatſoever 
he judged fitting, by their ances which —_ ſhews that the Zarins, 
after they had theſe Zzftern Chriſtians the Tyranny of the Inf- 
dels, ſuffered them nottolive according to the form of their own Religion, 
and that in this reſpeft they ſubdued them to themſelves. 


ALL ATIUS alatiniz'd Greek, and keeper of the Popes Library, has 

- De Ecc. ve- bin more ingenuous than Mr. Arnasd, for he freely confeſſes that the Zatins 
— near eſtabliſhed Prelates of their own in the Z#zft, and drove out them of the 
i, C 1,. Greeks, when they could doit with fafety, and ſeverely chaſtized Schiſma- 
| ticks and Obſtinate Perſons. And as to what Mr. Arzand alledgeth out of 
bid, F. 151. Balſamon, That Antioch only excepted, in all other Cities the Latins permitted 
the Greek Biſhops to exerciſe their Epiſcopal Fanitions, altho they had eftab- 

liſhed Biſhops in the ſame Places, I have not met with any ſuch Paſſage in 

his Nomocenon of the Pariſian Edition printed in 1620. Thoſe that publiſh- 

ed it relate this Paſſage in a Supplement annexed tothe end of the Book,and 

tell us that theſe Additions are not to be found in any Greek Copy, but an- 

ly in the Latin Verfion of Gentian Hervetss ; ſo that the Truth of this Te- 

imony is doubtful, and Mr. rad that ſeetnsto have taken his Quotati- 

on from Baronivs, ought to have more certainly informed himſalf. Howſo- 


ever 
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ever it be, Balſamor lived towards the end of the twelfth Century, about a 
hundred Years after the entrance ofthe Zatins into the Eft, in a time where- 
in their Aﬀairs were in Diſorder ; for the Infidels had tetakeri Z-r»ſa/em 
with a great pattof thoſe Places which were held by the Zatins : So that 
we —_—_ not wonder if the Zatins ſlackned their Rigour towards the Greeks, 
and ſo mnch the leſs, becauſe it appeats by this ſame pafſage of Balſamon, 
that the Infidels gave the fame Liberty to the Greek Biſhops, to exerciſe 
their epiſcopal FunQtions in their Dominions, 


. IT is certain, this Moderation Mr. Arnaud ſpeaks of, is a meer Chimera Guillie!. 755 
of his own. For immediately after the taking of .»tioch, there were Za- L. 6. C23. 
& Ls C1 my 
L.roC.16- 


zin Biſhops pur into all the neighbouring Cities ; the Patriarch for ſome 


time kept his Dignity, but at length was forced to withdraw to Conſtanti- ©; 
zople, and a Zatin Biſhop was ſubſtituted in his room. After this Dabert EL : Gus. 
&@L15-C1 z. 


Biſhop of Piſs was made Patriarch of Feruſa/em ; Baldwin Arch-Biſhop of 
Ceſares, Hilliam Arch-Biſhop of Zyre, Adam Biſhop of Paneads, and all o- 
ther Dioceſſes furniſhed after the ſame matiner, as it appeats by //m. of 
Tyres Accoutt. 


W E may. then I think, without farther Trouble, tonclude that the Zs- 
tins did not omit ſo favourable an Occaſion of Introdticing their Religion 
and parti DoQrines in the Zz/f. Wemay moreover conſider anorher 
hiſtorical Pafſage of which Mr. .2-»axd makes uſe according to his ordina- 
ry manner, which is to hinder us from beholding the juſt Conſequences may 
bedrawn thence : This Hiſtory concerns the ſubjeQting of the Grecian Em- 
pire to the ZLatins. | 


IN the Year 1204. The £atins took by Affault the City of Conſtantine 
ple, and ſeized almoſt at the ſame time on the greateſt part of the Greciar 
Empire, which they beſtowed on Ba/dwin Earl of Flanders. They kept it 
fifty eight Years till Michael Paleologus retook Conſtantinople, and drove the 
Latins out of Greece. The Greeks were no more moderately dealt with af- 


ter this Coniqueſt, than they were after that of the Holy Land. 7he Latins, ». x: 0% 
in the places they Poſſeſſed Prieſts and Prelates of Soriem.Porp. 
their own; who ruled the Church after their manner, and drove away the Greeks, peg L. 2. 


whenſoever they tould do it with ſafety ; and as to the Rebellious and Obſtinate © 


faies Leo Mlatins, efabliſhed 


Greeks, who would not relent and embrace the Truth, they ſeverely paniſhed them, 
as they had done heretofore ins the Eaſt, and eſpecially at Antioch. He after- 
wards produces the Teſtimony of an Avonymons Greek Author, which 1 
ſhall here ſet down, and ſo much the rather, becauſe of the Conſequence 


which may be made of this Hiſtory., Since the Zmperor Porphyrogennetu's ,;;1: 


time, to'that of John Batatza's, the Latins did nothing elſe but Plunder Cities 
and Tands. expelled the Orthodox Prelates from their Seats, and ſubſti- 
tured Cardinals in their Plates who were of the ſame Belief with them: Aud 
this they did at Conftantinople, Cyprus, Antioch, and other Cities, and not 
content with this, they conſtrained all the People, not excepting the Prieſts and 
Monks, tobe of their Opinion, and Communion, and- commemorate the Pope. 
They were Friends t0 thoſe that obeyed them ;, but as to them that reprehended 
them, they treated thers 1s Heretiche, and thoſe that abhopred their Communion, 
were puniſhed ojenly; even to the making them Hffer Martyrdom ; and uſed in 
the ſame manner as the Kings and Tyrants handled the. Primitive Chriftians. 
Witneſs the holy Monks of the Iſle of Cyprus, whom they kept three Tears in 
Priſon, becauſe they would not Communitate with them, Inflitine on them all 

7m ner 
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manner of Torments, and in fine, not being able to'make them acknowledg their 
Doitrine to begood, being poſſeſſed with Rage they faſtned them to their Horſes 
Tailes, and drew them over Precipices, cauſing othres to' be burnt alive. John 
their Abbot having remained ſome time in the midſt of the Flames" calling upon 
God, one of theſe furions Latins ſtruck him down with his Mace into the Fire. 
And thus did this Holy Man render his Spirit unto his Creator. He farther adas, 
that the Pope having ſent ſome Monks as Spyes, under pretence of a Pilgrimage 
zo Jeruſalem, they ſaw the Patriarch Germain at Nice, who complaining of 
theſe Cruelties, received for Anſwer, that the Pope was troubled thereat, and 
if the Greeks would ſend any to make Peace they would be kindly received, 7t 
was only, ſaies he, to deride and impoſe on us, that they would have 'us ſend firſt 
ro them, as it wereto atcuſe our ſelves, and acknowledg our Error, which plain. 


ly appeared afterwards by their Letters. 


BUT to the end, we may not think Leo Alativs, who relates this Com- 
plaint of the Greeks, is ſuſpeQed by the Zatins, under pretence that he 
himſelf is a Greek by Birth, it will not be amiſs to ſee the Anſwer he makes. 
If this Author, ſaies he, means the Greeks, who remaining fixt to their Ceres. 
monies, embraced otherwiſe the Truth, he is miſtaaen ; For the Latins have 
bin ſo far from” driving them away, that they have made uſe of them, as often 
as they have Occaſion. If he means the Schilmaticks, and thoſe that maintain- 
ed the Errors of the Greeks, he trifles ; for how can he imagine, the Catholicks 
who are ſo Zealous. for the Roman Church, ſhould ſuffer in a Country, they had 
Conquered with the loſs of their Blood, the Greeks their Enemies and Adver ſa- 
ries to their Faith, to live unpuniſhed? Theſe erronious People muſt be redu- 
ced, being Rebels to their own Faith, not only by ſumple Baniſhments, but by Fire 
and Sword, And this is Alatins his Moderation, which does mt well ac- 
cord with that which Mr. Arnaud attributes tothe Zatines, * 


BUT we need not oppoſe Alhatins againſt him, we need but: hear him- 
ſelf, to know whether. the Zatins did not uſe all manner of Violences, .to 
ſettle their Religion amongſt the Greeks... *Hfter the taking of Conſtantino- 
ple, faies he, the Latins poſſeſſed themſelves of all the Churches ; they eftabliſh- 
ed a Latine Patriarch, they filled Conſtantinople with Latin Priefts, they cre- 
ated a Latin Emperor, who was Baldwin Zarl of Flanders, and profecuting their 
Conqueſt in Greece, they brought under their Obedience almoſt whatſoever apper- 
tained in Europe to the Emperours of Conſtantinople. 7he Grecian Zxperonn 
fled into Alia, having but three or four Cities left him, which were all that for 
a long time remained under the Obedience of the Greeks. Behold here then 
all Greece ſubdued not only to the Temporal Authority of the Zatins, but 
likewiſe to the Spiritual Authority of the Popes. He adds alittle after, that 
the Popes Legats uſed ſuch hard and rigorous Courſes toconftrainthe Greeks to 
Communicate with the Pope, that at length the Emperour Henry, 'Baldwin's Suc+ 

. ceſſor was forced to take them off mauger the Legat Pelagus.: » He tells us like- 
wiſe 1a another place, that Greece was at that time filled with Dominicans,and 
Fryar Minorites, that is to ſay; -[nquiſitors as he himfe!f calls them, who had 
often performed this Office in France, and Germany, and fignalized themſelves 
by puniſhing an infinite number of Heretieks, wha made it the\ greateſt part of 
their Skill ro diſcover them, and a great part 'of their Piety to: have them (e- 
verely Puniſhed, that theſe Tnquiſitors were in ſeveral: places Maſpers of the 
Gres ks, a4 were ordered by the Pope to Confer witWthem, aud examine their 

OCETINGs | 


WERE 
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WERE not them of the Church of Rome fully perſwaded of Mr. 4-- 
2aud's good Intentions towards them ; theſe hiſtorical Paſſages he has of- 
fered, were enough to make him ſuſpected. For this deplorable Conditi- 
on of Greece and all the Z£4ff, and the violent Means the Zatins here uſed to 
plant their Religion, for ſeveral Years together, that is to ſay, for near two 
hundred Years in the Z#aft, and fifry eight in Greece, might well introduce 
amongſt theſe People, the Belief of a ſubſtantial Converſion, and there is 
methinks, more reaſog to admire, it this has not hapned, than if it 


hath. 


WE are not yet gotten to the end of Mr. Arand's Hiſtories. He tells , . 
us three things 'worth our Obſervation. The firſt is, 7hat a/tho Conſtantino- * * 
ple was retaken from the Latins by Michael Paleologus, yet they kept ftill ſeve- 
ral places in Greece, and even whole Provinces, as Achaia. Secondly, that 
the Latines were ſtil Maſters of divers great Iſlands, as Cyprus, Crete, Eu- 
bee, Rhodes, and divers other Places. Thirdly, that the Neceſſity the Fmperonrs 
of Conſtantinople /ay under of obtaining the Aſſiſtance of the Weftern Princes, 
cauſed them to keep a continual Correſpondency with ſeveral of them, and to be in 
ſundry particulars ſubſervient to the Latins which remained at Conſtantinople, 
ſo that there was always a great number there, who made Profeſſion of the Romiſh 
Religion. Here is then the Zatins again not only mixt with the Greeks in 
their ordinary Commerce ; but in ſeveral places their Lords and Maſters,and 
in a fit Capacity to make them receive their Religion. 


» GS 


L FO Allatins, tells us likewiſe that, when the Xing of England had Pof- De Perp. Cm- 
ſeſſed himſelf of Cyprus, andgiven it to the King of Jeruſalem, that he mis ht ſen). L. x. 
return home, the whole Country was immediately filled with Prieſts and Latin © 
Biſhops, to bring over the People to Piety and Orthodoxy. 


WHEREUNTO Mr. 4-rzaud Conſents, and fſaies, 7hat they werex_ , ©, 
more rigorouſly handled for their Religion in Cyprus, than in Greece, that ſe- Þ. 256. 
veral Greek Authors have grievouſly complained of theſe Cruelties ; and that 
Germain the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, reſiding in Alia, moſt pathetically 
laid open their Sufſerings to Pope Gregory the ninth. | 


FRYAR Stephen, a Portugais, in his Hiſtory of the Kingdom of Cypres, 5... 4 
Relates that altho Guy de Zuſignan, was King of Jeruſalem, yet was he forc'd cf the Ile and 
to be contented with being King of Cyprus. He brought along with him ſeve- Kingdom of 
ral Greeks, Armenians,Coptites, Maronites, Jacobites, Indians, Neſterians, 9#*%*7*- 
Iberians, and Georgians, who would not acknowledg the Romane Prelacy, each 
of theſe having their own Patriarch. *Tis true, ſaies he; that the Kings of 
Luſignan would not permit their Biſhops to exerciſe any Furiſdiition over them, ,,., 
but ordered they ſhould only adminiſter to them the Sacraments, leaving the Over» © 
plus to the Furiſdiition of the Latine Arch-Biſhop, to whom theſe Nations in 
this reſpet# were Subject. He likewiſe Relates, that about the ſame time, there 
was publiſhed the Revelation of Jeſus Chriſt to St. Bridger, in which our 
Saviour himſelf exhorted the Greeks to ſubmit to the Roman Church. Ze ,,., 
the Greeks know, ( theſe are the Words, ) that their Empire, Kingdoms, and © 
Loradſhips, will never be in Peace and Security, but always ſubjett to their Fne- 
mies, from whom they will continually receive exceeding great Dammages, and 
perpetual Miperies, till ſuch time as they ſubmit themſelves to the Church of 
Rome with a true Humility and Charity, obeying its Holy Conſtitutions, and 

Ceremos 


_ 
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Ceremonies, and wholly conform themſelves to her Faith. And after this 
manner did they make Heaven and Earth meet, to cauſe theſe People to 
change their Religion. 


W E may then I think plainly enough ſee, that it has not bin the Zatins 
Fault, if the Greeks have not received their DoUtrines, from whence it fol- 
lows that if it dos appear they have from that time Believed Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, and it not appearing they held it before, we may then rea- 
ſonably conclude, they received it from the Zatins. This is a Conſequence 
which follows naturally of ir ſelf. The Teſtimony of the Greeks cannot be 
any longer produced as that of the pure Greeks, after ſo many endeavours 
to make them embrace the DoCtrine of the Church of Rowe , and the 
more Mr. Arnaud ſtrives to prove the Entercourſe of theſe two Nations, the 
greater hold he gives us to conteſt with him the Advantage he pretends to 
have obtained from hence. But he uſes an admirable Expedient, to hinder 
us from minding this Conſequence. For having ſeen on one hand, that theſe 
Hiſtories were too well known, to be paſſed over wholly in Silence; andon 
the other, that if he ſhould ſincerely produce them as they are in them- 
ſelves, they would certainly make forour Advantage, as it hath bin already 
obſerved ; he has thereupon bethought himſelf, and preſented them in ano- 
ther kind of Dreſs, whereby he may inſenſibly turn aſide his Readers Minds, 
and amule them by an agreeable Diverſion. And to this end has thought 
good to ſuppoſe, I denyed the Greeks knew what was the Belief of the Za- 
zins, and to employ all theſe hiſtorical Paſſages in oppoling this Phaztaſtical 
Suppoſition, that is toſay, in manifeſting the Greeks could not be ignorant of 
the Belief of the Zatins touching the Euchariſt, I ſhall make appear in its 
proper place, thar this is but a vain Pretence, anda meer quibling on Words, 
which he has deſignedly taken in a Sence contrary to my meaning. Where- 
fore I here declare it never entred into my Thoughts to deny, what he makes 


medeny. Forthis is an Invention he has uſed on purpole to conceal his in- 
dire dealing, 


_—_—__ 
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CHA 24. 


That the Greek Emperors , led by politick Interefts, have themſelves 
favoured the Deſign of the Latins, in Introducmg their Dottrnies 
mto Greece. Mr. Arnaud's third Artifice diſcovered. 


Greeks receive their DoArines. For even the Grecian» Emperors them- 
ſelves have favoured this Deſign ; induced by politick RetpeAs,which 
ut them upon ſeeking the Friendſhip of the Weſtern Princes, and 
eſpecially that of the Popes, who in: thoſe times, as ſpeaks Mr. Arnaud, gave 
Laws to all the reſt; and that even in Temporals. Weall know what a great 
Influence the Inclinations of Princes have, not only on the People, bur Ec- 
cleſiaſticks and Prelates. It is uſual with SubjeQts to turn themſelves on that 
fide which is moſt pleaſing to their Sovereign, and there are few Perſons 
who make it not their Buſineſs ſo todo, eſpecially when Princes openly de- 
clare their Minds, and make uſe of their Authority in puniſhing thoſe that 
withſtand them, and rewarding thoſe that approve them. Now this the 
Grecian Emperours have often particularly done, in favour of the Church 
of Rome, to which they haye endeavoured to unite their Lubjetts; 


I: has not bin only the Zatins that earneſtly endeavoured to make the 


POSSEFY TN the Jeſuit, reckons up fourteen of theſe ifitereſſed Reuni- de vs, Moſ: 
ons, the Greeks, faies he, have bin reunited to us fourteen times, by publick covit. P. 7, 
Confeſſions, and have ſo many times departed from us. And it is certain that 
as they have ever known the Popes earneſt Deſires to ſubmit them to the See of 
Rome, /o likewiſe have they not failed to flatter this Deſire by fair Promiſes, 
when they needed that Churches Aſſiſtance , either for the obtaining of ſome 
important Deſign, or for the averting of ſome dangerous Tempeſt which threat. 
ned them. But as ſoon as ever theſe have bin over, they have returned to their 
firſt State, and ſlizhted theſe Reunions. 1 know not how it hath come to paſs 
that the Popes having bin ſo often deceived, ſhould ſtill continue ſo Facile ; but 
perhaps it was not a ſingle Intereſt, but be it as it will, the Popes have wever bin 
backwards in theſe Matters, 


M Y Deſign 1s not to ſet down here all theſe Reunions, one after another, 
and relare their particular Circumſtances, ſeeing an Account thereof isto be 
met with in ſuncry Hiſtorians, but more eſpecially in the Book Z2o Alatins 
wrote touching the Agreement of.theſe two Churches. I ſhall only here 
take notice of ſome of them obſerved by Mr. Arnaud, and which will be ſaf. 
ficient to ſhew after what manner the Greek Emperors have proceeded in 
Favour of the Zatins, when they wanted the Pope's Aſſiſtance. 


MICHAEL Cerularins the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, and Leo Biſhop of 
Acrida, having written ſome Letters againſt the Church of Rome,to Peter the 
Patriarch of Antioch , thereupon cauſed the Zatine Churches ro be ſhut up 
at Conſtantinople, Pope Zeo the Eleventh was greatly moved at it. He 


therefore wrote to Ceru/arins, and roof fcridaa long Letter, wherein be 
M _ - anſwered 


_— Lak. dad _ I 
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anſwered their Obje&ions, and accuſed likewile the Greek Church of Light- 
neſs, Raſhneſs, and Preſumption. This hap'ned about the middle of the ele- 
venth Century. The Emperor Conſtantin Monomagque who then Reigned, 
ſeeing this Difference, did not ſtick to take the Church of Rome's part : he 
commanded therefore Cerwlarins to write back to the Pope, Letters of Re- 
conciliation and Peace ; and the Pope ſends thereupon to Conſtantinople ( in 
order to the Churches Re-union ) his Legats, Humbert, and Frederic, Cardi- 
nals, and Peter, Arch-Biſhop of Melphus, with Letters to the Emperor and 
Patriarch. The Emperor granted to thefe Legates whatſoever they deft- 
red, even to the conſtraining Aicetas Pedoratus, a Greek Monk, thathad 
written againſt the Romain Church, - to burn publickly his own Book, 
and anathematiſe all thoſe that would not acknowledg the Pope's Supremacy, 
or dared in any wiſe cenfure the Doctrines of the Zatizs, This Protettion 
fo raiſed the Legates Courage, that coming into the Patriarchal Church, in 
the preſence of all the People and Greek Clergy, they Excommunicated the 
Patriarch and Biſhop of 4rida, and all that took their Parts ; which raiſed 
ſuch a Tumult in Conſtantinople, thatthe Emperor had much ado to ſave the 
Legates from the Popular Fury, who after this returned into Za/y ; where- 
upon the Patriarch Excommunicated, on his Side, the Legates, and raſed 
the Popes Name out of the Dipryches, which are Tables, wherein the Names 
of thole that are prayed for in the Divine Service were ſet down. Some 
Authors ſay, that he Anathematiſed the Pope, and all the Zatines, as Here- 
ticks ; but Zeo Mains cites the Teſtimony of an anonymous Author, by 
which it appears, that the Emperor hindered, by his, Authority this Ex- 
communication. x the time, laies this Author, that Michael Cerularius 
held the See of Cqnſtantinople, the four Patriarchs raſed the Pope's Name out 
of the Dyptiches, and yet did they not fully pronounce the Anathema again/ 
the Latines, being hind'red by the Emperor, who conſidered them as a great and 
mighty Nation, and therefore was afraid of their uſual Tucur ſons. 


IN the Year 1071, Michael Parapinacius was made Emperor, being a 
Prince that loved his Eaſe, and therefore withſtood not the Turks Progreſs 
into Europe. He obſerved the uſual Policy of the Greek Emperors, which 
was, to fayour the Zatines; and Mr. Arnaud obſerves from Baronins, and Leo 
Mlatins, that Pope Mexander the ſecond, ſent to him Peter,Biſhop of Axas- 
nia, as his Nuncio. AMlatizs adds that Peter remained a Year at Conſtanti- 
#ople. Which ſhews us, ſaies he, This Emperor was in the Communion of 
the Roman Church, and in effe, Gregory the ſeventh Excommunicated, 
upon his account, Vicephoras Botjonatus, who had uſurped the Empire, and 
ſhut up Michael in a Monaſtery. 


IN the Year 1081 NVicephorus Botoniatus, was handled by Alexis Com- 
enus, inthe ſame manner that Michael was uſed by "WNicephoras, that is to 
lay, he was deprived of the Empire and ſhut up in a Monaſtery. But Mc x- 
7s getting into hisplace, varied not from the Cuſtom of his Predeceſſors : the 
neceſſity of his Afﬀairs obliging him to turn himſelf on the Side of the Za- 
tizs, more openly than others had done before him, and obſerve their Mea- 
ſures, altho inwardly he did not affe& them. He obſtrufted their Deſigns 
on the Holy Land, as muchas in him lay, and hind'red their Paſſage thitþer, 
obliging them ſometimes to turn their Arms againſt him, and chaſtize him 


temp. Part 1. ſeverely; which cauſed Pelavins the Jeſuit, to lay, 7hat it was impoſſible for 4 
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man to be more deceitful and unjuſt than this Emperor was towards the Latines 
in this whole Expedition. Yet had he ſent his Embaſſadors to the Council 


oft 
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of Plaiſance to ſollicite the Pope and eſters Princes to undertake the War OT 
againſtthe Iafidels. He flattered the Romain Church onall Occafions, fend: © 
ing oftentimes Preſents to the Monaſtery of Mount Ci», ufing likewiſe the ©. 1. 
fame Liberality towards the other Zatize Churches, and eſpecially that of St. 

Marc at Venice, on which he beſtowed conſiderable Revenues, as *ris obſer- 

ved by Altius, who alledgeth for this the Teſtimony of the Princels' Ann Barn. a4 
Comnents the Daughter of this Emperor. He likewiſe gave his helping 4% 2997 
Hand towards the Eſſay of a Re-union made at the Synod of Bary in the Year 

1097: Heſent Embaſſadors to Rome in Behalf of Pope Paſchal, the ſecond ;,,,,,. .1 
who obtained the Papacy, two Years after the Synod of Bary, and this Pope ann. 1112 © 
in the ſecond Year of his Popedom, ſent him the Arch-Biſhop of 4//ary, 94 #n». 1118: 
Fo ſolo nemine quod ipſe exiſtimo, laies Allatins, ut fi quid erat in Gracia _,, 1; 
noxium ex Cerularii Schola radicitus extirparet, Gracoſque abios contineret in ſupra. 

fide. Tothe end he might utterly Extirpate, whatſoever remained of Cerulari- 

us his Dottrine, and keep the other Greeks in the Faith, 


FOHMN Comnenus, Who ſucceeded Alexis, was yet more favourable to 
the Zatines than Alexis, for this I ſuppoſe is the Jeſuit Peteas's meaning, 
When he ſaies that he was, Patre aliquanto commoator, a little leſs troubleſons 
than his Father. 1do not obſerve there has bin any thing more ſaid of him 
on this Subje, unleſs, that he received a Letter from Peter the Abbot'of 
Clugny, in-which he entreated him to ſurrender a Monaſtery belonging to 
them of his Order at Conſtantinople, and which had bin, taken from them, 
promiſing he ſhould participate of all the Merits of that Order, if he re- 
eſtabliſhed them. Baronius laics likewiſe that Anaclet the Antypope to Iz. 3... 12 
xocent the ſecond, wrote to this Emperor, informing him of his Promotion ans. «: 0+ 
to the Popedom ; and that he called him his-moſt dear Son. 


AFTER F#ohn ſucceeded Manuel Comnenus, a Prince very much addiQ- 
cd to Diffimulation and double Dealing, who on one hand did the Zatines 
all the Miichief he privately could, by the Secret Intelligence he held with 
the Sarracens, and on the other, earneſtly endeavoured.at a complyance 
. with the Deſires of the Church of Rome , touching the Re-union of the 
Greeks. Allatins tells us, that he ſent Embaſladors ro Pope Lexander the A!at. 4: 
third, to treat with him concerning this Re-union, and that the Pope ſent 77 _ 
Fohn the Sub-Deacon of the Church of Rome; to Conſtantinople, to reduce © © 
the Greeks by his Sermons. Helikewiſe tells us, *rwas this Emperor that ob- 
liged Hago Fterianus to write againſt the Greeks, touching the Proceſſion of 
the Holy Ghoſt ; that the Empreſs his Wife ( as Mr. Arzaud himſelf ob- 
lerves ) after him, was a Germarn and of the Romiſh Religion : and that he be- 
frowed great Gifts on the Zarive Churches : whereupon the Zatire Biſhops 
tor anacknowledgment of his Munificence, ſer up his Image intheir Church- 
cs. It is difficult to Imagine how a Prince whoin his Heart ſo greatly hated 
the Z:tizes, that the Jeſuit Petean has not ſtuck thereupon to call him, hami- _ 
nem ſubaolum & Chriſtianis rebas que ad Latinos ſpeitabant infeſtum & iniquum ——_ 
aneo, ur cum Saracenis in eorum conſpiraret exitium, that is to ſay, a Perſon ſo c. pee ns 
acceitful and eruc! to the Tatine Church, that he conſpired its Ruine, together 
with the Saracens, yet ſhould favour the Zatins in his Empire, and endea- 
vour to procure the Re-union of its Church with the Rowan. But Alitins 
unties the. Knot, by ſhewing us in the As of Alexander the third, that the A#zt. nl? 
Delign of this Emperor was [© to bring it about, thatthe Pope who was at ***"*" 
Varurice with the Emperor #rederict, ſhould take away from him the Zatir 
Empire, and render ittothe Gre:ks, to whom. Maniiel affirmed it did juſtly 
M 2 belong : 
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| belong: and for this Effef&the ſent Embaſſadors to the Pope ; and the Pope 
ſent back together with his Embaſſadors the Biſhop of Oft:a, to negociate 
this Afﬀair at Conſtantinople. Howloever it was, it ſufficiently appears that 
all theſe different Intereſts yielded the Zatins it Opportunities to plant 
their Do&trines amongſt the Greeks. 


EMANUEDSS Intrigue was fo far carried on, that he aſſembled a 
ef, —Councilat Conſtantinople, where the Reunion of the Churches was propo- 
"1hid, fed. Some ay, the Zatins required nomore of the Greeks, but the Acknow- 

ledgment of the Popes Authority, the grant of Appeals, and the Comme- 

moration of him in the publick Prayers of thexr Church : Others ſay, the 

Zatins would have intirely ſubjefted the Greets totheir Wills and Cuſtoms. 

That which is certain is, they could not Agree, and that the Emperor him- 

Ancyran. elf lent his helping Hand to ſeparate them, yet notdaring to Anathemartiſe 

_ Alla. the Zatins, becauſe, ſaies a Greek Author, Cited by Alativs, they were 4 great 
254 and famous People, | 


AFTER the Zatinshad eſtabliſhed their Empire at Conſtantinople, the 
Greeks withdrew into 4s, where they choſe an Emperor and Patriarch,” 
and the Afﬀairs of the Zatins falling to decay, there was an after Tryal 
made upon the Greeks, touching a Reunion. Mr. Arzad obſerves, that the 
L.;, C. 2. —_— wrote about it to Germain the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, and 'tis ve- 
Ty likely he forgot not to ſollicite the Emperor,. who was then Fohn Ducas. 
He ſent two Dominicans, and two Fransiſcans, who cauſed an Aﬀſembly to 
be called for this Effe&, but tono purpoſe. For each of them had his par- 
ticular Intereſt and Deſign in this Afﬀair. | | 


THE Pope intended to ſubje&; the Greek Church to himſelf, and the Em- 
peror endeayoured to hinder the Pope from favouring the Zatirs, who held 
Conſtantinople, and to Regain this City, as the Greets did ſome time after z 

"CRY Fe Mathew Paris gives an account of thele Letters of the Patriarch to the 


Henrico. 3. Pope, and of the Popes to the Patriarch , concerning this Negotia- 
tion. | 


Raynald. al THEODORUS Zaſearis ſucceeded Fohn Ducas, in the Year 1255. 

ann. 1:56. Pope Alexander the fourth fail'd not to ſollicite him to a Reunion: he ſent 

numb. 47 him anexpreſs Legate for that purpoſe ; but this Emperor ſoon died, where- 
upon this Aﬀair wasno farther proſecuted. 


ALLAT TITUS obſerves there was then a Greek Patriarch, Named Blew- 
mids, who was a Learned Man, and very Zealous for this Union with the 
Latins, 


MICHAEL Paleologus, obtaining the Empire, and having a while 
after made himſelf Maſter of Conſtantinople, endeavoured aboye all others at 

' a Reunion with the Zatines, Mr. Arnand acknowledges, that having united 
himſelf to the Church of Rome, he forced, by all manner of Severity, the Biſhops 
ans Religious Greeks to do the ſame. This Prince ContraQted a particular 
129647 rang Gregory the Tenth, before he came to the Popedom, accord- 


_ de ing to ins, which gave him the greater Facility to Negociate with the 
"4 oe. Church of Rome. He ſent ſeveral times his Embaſſadors, and the Pope his 
Legates in order to a Reconciliation. He held ſeveral Cauncils on this Oc- 
caſion, and Inflicted the greateſt Torments on thoſe that had the Courage to re- 


ff 
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fiſt him, and promoted others who embraced this Union ; theſe are Altius his 

own Words. He falſly accuſed Fohn Yeceus, Treaſurer to the Church of 
Conſtantinople, and cauſed him to be Impriſoned ; becauſe Yeceus had laid 

in his hearing, that altho the Latines were not reſpeited as Hereticks, yet were p,,,__ 
they ſuch nevertheleſs ; which ſo greatly provoked this Emperor, as cauſed 1p. 146. 4. 
him to think of nothing but Revenge ; And for as much as Yeccus had ſhelt- © 12. 

red himſelf in the Temple of St: Sophia, and the Emperor daring not ro 

Violate this Alum, he wrote to him very kind Letters, intreating him to 

come to him, which Yeccus had no ſooner endeavoured, but wasapprehend- ,, _ _ 
ed, and carried to the Tower, where he was ſallicited to joyn with the * © 


{ atins. 


THIS Prince made and unmade Patriarchs at his Will, Je aſurped; 
faies the Hiſtorian Raynaldus, the Feeleſiaſtical Authority , placing and diſpla- Royna!s. ad 
ing Patriarchs at his Pleaſure. He firſt of all conſtrain'd 4rſenzus to relign 11... 12 Vide. 
up his place to VVicephorusz andafter the taking of Conſtantinople, he recal- pach. 
led the fame Arſerins, who had excommunicated him,tor what he had done 
againſt Zohn Laſcaris the Son of Theodorus, to whom the Empire did of 
Right belong ; and whoſe Eyes he had cauſed to be put out ; and ſeeing he 
could not prevail on this Patriarch, he raiſed up falſe Witneſſes againſt him, 
and cauſed him to be depoſed in a Synod, and Germain choſen in his place. 
Germain not being ſutable to his Humour, he ſo far prevailed with him asto 
obtain a voluntary Reſignation to Foſeph ; but Zoſeph not conſenting, to the 
Reunion with the Zatins, nor the ſending of Deputites to the Pope, with 
whom the Emperor had charged them to conclude this Aﬀair, he cauſed 
him therefore to retire into a Covent, upon Condition that if this Matter 
broke off, he ſhould enter again into his charge of Patriarch. Now 
the Deputies being returned with the News of the Reunion accomplifhed, 
the Emperor chole this ſame above named Zohn Yeccus, who at length ſuf- 
fered himſelf to be won, either by the reading of ſome Books put 1nto his 
Hands, or by the Miſeries he had ſuffered during a long Impriſonment, 


and hope of a contrary Uſage : Yet Yeceus did not pleaſe him long. 


IT would be a difficult matter to relate here all the Violences and Cru- 
eltics of Michae!, againſt thoſe that withſtood the Reunion of the two 
Churches. It will be ſufficient to relate here two or three of them, by which 
we may judge of the reft. He Imprifoned Holobulus Rhetor of the Church 
of Conſtantinople, whoſe Office, according to Codinins, Was to Interpret the | 
Holy Scriptures, andcauſed him to be cruelly Scourged, and at length a SO_—_ wy 
Rope to be faſtned about his Neck, and to be thus expoled thro ont all the Colin. de 0f3- 
City, with his Wife and Neece, together with ten others, bound after the «i Cp. 
ſame manner, cauſing the two former of theſe to be flapt ever and anon on ©**: *: 
the Cheeks, with the Entrails of a Sheep, which is amongſt the Greeks, a 
kind of Infamous Puniſhment, wherewith only the Vileſt Offenders are treat- 
ed, and thoſe who add Obſtinacy to the Crimes of which they have bin Guil- 
ty. Helikewiſe Impriſoned four of the Chief Officers of his Houſe, two 
of which were his Kinſmen, and there kept them a long time laden with ,, 
Irons. This Severity feemed very great, but not content therewith ; when poet 
the Pope ſent Legates to Conſtantinople, ty Confirm the Greeks in their Obe- 
dience to him, he made them Witneſſes of his Cruelty towards the Oppo- 
ſers of this Union, commanding a certain Biſhop of Fpheſms, to condu&t 
them to the Priſon, and ſhew them theſe four Perſons, who were of the 
chieteſt Rank in Greece, they were in a ſquare Room, each of 'emchained 
to 
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to 2 corner thereof; and laden with Irons, and that which was an Aggrava- 
tion of their Miſery, was to be thus expoſed a SpeQtacle to their Ene- 


mies. 


W OULD we know the Motives inducing this Prince to uſe ſo great 
Severity in this matter. Obſerve we then what Pachymeras tells us. 7? 
ſent oftentimes Embaſſadors to the Pope, and endeavoured to gain him by Pre- 
fents. For he plainly perceived the Danger lay on that ſide, and that the Itali- 
ans could not lye long Iale ; —_— he made Propoſals of WEnion, to the end 
he might be ſecure as to them, ani the better Diſpoſe of his other Affairs. The(s 
Embaſſies then were frequent, and the Preſents Magnificent, not only to the 
Pope, but likewiſe to ſeveral Cardinals, and others whom he judged powerful in 
the Court of Rome. Ineffe& as ſoon as ever Pope Urbain the fourth, receiv- 
ed the News of the re-taking of Conſtantinople, and the Progreſs of the 
Greeks, he earneſtly endeavoured to ſtir up the.Princes and People to aflift 
the Zatins ; he wrote for this Effet, to the Fryar Minorites in Frazce, 
and enjoyned them to Preach a Croiſado on this occaſion, with the ſame In- 
dulgences which had bin granted them that undertook the Holy War ; he 
wrote likewiſe to King Zewis upon the ſame account; and threatned the 
Genoiſes who favoured Michael, ( being at Varyance with the enetians ) 
that if they forſook not his Allyance, he would excommunicate them, he 
wrote to the Prelates of Z»2/and and France, exhorting them to contribute 
to this War, in ſhort he forgot nothing he judged neceſſary in this Occaſi- 
on. Michael then ſeeing that the only means to ſhelter himſelf from this Storm, 
was to fly tothe uſual Policy of the Greeks, that is to ſay, to negotiate the 
Re-union of the two Churches ; he thereupon wrote to the Pope, Letters 
full of Reſpe& and Aﬀe&ion to the Roman Church, and having received 
ſuch an Anſwer as he deſired, he earneſtly applyed himfelf to this Buſineſs. 
Mr. Arzaud himſelf is agreed on the Motives which ſet this Emperor at 
work. Foreſeeing, faies he, the Popes wonld not fail to arm the Weſtern Prin- 
ces againſt him, and that he had a potent Enemy , in the Perſon of Charles 
D'Anjou, Xing of Naples, «nd Sicily, with whom the Emperor Baldwin, being 
driven from Conſtantinople was aflyed, he reſolved thereupon to reunite the 
Greeks with the Roman Church, that. he might by this means deliver himſelf 
from the fear of thoſe dreadful Croilado's, which made the Greek Z mpcrors 
tremble at that time ix Conſtantinople,the Sultans i Babylon and Grand Caire, 
and the Tartars themſebves as far as Perſia. It is certain, adds he, that this 

Re-union was carried on upon politick Reſpetts. | 


AND theſe in effe& were the true Reaſons of Michae!'s Undertakings ; 
which being his greateſt Intereſt, he therefore left no means unattempted 
whereby to accompliſh it. Which Mr. 4rnaud does ftill grant ; /Ye may 
read, fajes he, in» Pachymerus, that he endeavoured too wiolently, to bring 
the Biſhops over to his Hill, But did he not acknowledg it, we need only 
read what Michael himſelf faies in his harangue to the Greek Clergy, aſlem- 
bled upon this Occaſion. 7 muſt acknowlede, laies he, that 7 have ſtifled with - 
in me the moſt tender Sentiments of Nature, to accompliſh my deſign. Tou know 


. T loved a Perſon, with the ſame tenderneſs and Reſpect, as if he had been my 


own Father, and Thbelieved 1ow'd him more than my Father, ſeeing he gave 
me the Communion, and received me into the Boſom of the Church which I eſteem 
more than the giving me Life, and yet have 7 Sacrificed him to this Intereſt. 
'Tis the Patriarch Joſeph Tmean. 1 have violently handled ſeveral others, even 
my intimate Friends, and oppreſſed divers among yoar ſelves. T have gy 0a 

' ſeveral 
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ſeveral of my near Kinſmen in Priſon, there having bin no other Reaſon for 
their oppoſing me, or my unifhing them, than only this Re-union with the 1 a- 
tins. Ithink this is ſufficient to Convince us, that this Emperor abuſed his 
Power in Fayour of the Court of Rome. 


I confeſs thoſe that ſucceeded him,altho they had the ſame Opinion touch- 
ing the Re-union, yet uſed not the ſame Extremiries, nevertheleſs Fob Pa- 8.31.14. a4 
leologus endeavoured earneſtly to efte(t this, and therefore went in Perſon ann. 1370. 
to Rome in great Pomp, to make his Declaration, 


EMANUEL the ſecond who ſucceeded him, trod in the ſame Steps; 
addreſſing himſelf to Pope Boniface the ninth, who publiſhed a Croi/ado tor 
his Affiſtance againſt the Zarks ; and a while after, he treated with ar- 
tis the fifth, touching the Reconciliation of the two Churches. In {... 


Fine, Fohn the ſeventh, Paleologus came to the Council of Florence, and RIS 
ſent his Clergy thither on the ſame Deſign. S:8.2. C.5. 


W E may then well conclude the:Zatins wanted not Opportunities to in- 
troduce their Religion amongſt the Greeks. For firſt it is not to be ſuppoſed 
but that this great Paſhon theſe Emperors ſhewed towards this Union, in- 
clined the Minds and Hearts of ſeveral Perſons, as well of the Clergy as 
Laity to favour the Roman Church, toembrace its Intereſts, and accommo- 
date themſelves to its DoEtrine. We all know how weak and fickle the 
greateſt part of mankind are, they approve and eſteem whatſoever is in Fa- 
vour and Credit, there being few whoſe Minds are not Byaſſed even in Re- 
ligious matters, by temporal Advantages. Men commonly 1a ſuch caſes en- 
deavour to Mollify and take jri-a good Sence, that which before was a Sub- 
je& of Scandal : they enlarge or diminiſh Objeas, to bring 'em to the Point 
they deſire ; they hearken to nothing but what is pleaſing, and behold what. 
ſoever oppoſes their Intereſt in ſuch a manner as ſhall be ſure to render it 
unjuſt and odious, | 


IN. the ſecond place,_we need not doubt but this ſame Paſſion of the Em- 
perors obliged ſeveral others to manage theſe Controverſies, and let go di- 
vers Articles as being but of ſmall Importance. Al the Schiſmatical Greeks, n, Perp.Conf, 
faies latins, are not like minded towards the Latins*, ſome of "them are more L.3. C 11 
moderate than others, making the Difference conſiſt only in one or two Points ; 0+ 
thers more Rigorous, for whatſoever the Tatins do, which agrees not with the Ce- 
remontes and Rites of the Greoks, they Condemn and Rejett, as an Abomination. 
He Confirms afterwards what he ſaies, by a Paſſagetaken out of Demetrins 
Comatenus, which tells us, that ſeveral moderate Greeks, agreed with the La- 
tins in divers Particulars, acknowledging the proud and fierce Humor of their 
Nation, which hath almoſt become Barbaroes by their frequent Commerce with 
the Barbarians, 4nd that theſe aforementioned have only ſtuck at the ſingle Ay- 
ticle touching the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt. Mr. Arnaud himfelffaics, "twat ;, , © 
obſerved the Greeks were of different Diſpoſitions in thoſe times ( he means in ?. : 00, 
the twelfth Century ) for ſome of "em maintained the Latins ought to be treat- 
ea as Hereticks, and others blamed theſe Tranſports of Paſſion. But *cis certain 
even the moſt rigorous amongſt them, only ſtuck to thoſe Points which 
were openly debated by the two Churches, amongſt which the Principat 
were touching the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt, and the Azymes. The 
Conſtancy they ſhewed in Reference to theſe Articles, fufficiently expoſed 


them to the Hatred and ill Uſage of their Emperors, that we need nor 
deſcend 
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deſcend to the Examination of other Particulais, which broke not out into 
Diſputes on either fide. 


NEITHER need we any more doubt but that ſeveral condeſcended to 
the Will of their Emperors, upon this Conlideration, that altho they were 
Reunited to the Church of Rowe, yet ſhould they ſuffer no Alteration, ei- 
ther in the eſſential Parts of their Religion, or Ceremonies, and that there 
was no hurt in cheating theſe Zatins, by this Fancy of a Union, which ſig- 
nifiedMnothing at th*bottom,but which yet would yield them great Advantage 
in their Aﬀairs. And this was the chief Reaſon which 1/:chae! Paleologus 
offered to his Clergy, according to Pachymerus his Relation, he ſhewed them, 
faies he, that the only Cauſe moving him to procure this Peace with the Tatine 

. Church, was to hinder thoſe Cruel and Bloody Wars which threatned them, and 
to ſpare his Subjetts Blood. That as to the reſt, they might aſſure themſelves, 
that after the Reunion, their Church ſhould remain as it was, without any Inno- 
vation? That he himſelf would take care of it. That the whole Reconciliation 
with the Church of Rome, might be reduced to theſe three Articles, wiz. The 
Primacy, Appeal, and Commemoration, all which ſrenified nothing, if rightly 
conſidered. For when, ſaies he, will the Pope come to Conſtantinople, to take 
Poſſeſſion of this Primacy ! who will make Appeals, to end them in ſo far a Coun- 
try, who will Croſs the Seas for this. And as to the Commemoration of the Pope 
in our Patriarchal Temple, and your other great T7. "_ ( when the Patriarch 
ſhall Officiate there,) being prudent as you are, can this appear ſuch a ſtrange 
thing to you. Do you not know the Fathers have often made uſe of Dieſer 
ons, and frequently ſubmitted themſelves for the publick Good. Pachymeris 
adds, that there were ſome in effe& who let go theſe two Articles touching 
the Primacy, and Appeals, upon this Conſideration, that the Pope would 
7:9"*IK the Name and Shadow of the thing, but never enjoy the thing 
It Cl. 


BUT in fine, we need not queſtion, but this Carriage of the Emperors, 
much encouraged and imboldned the Zatins, to endeavour effeQtually to 
inſinuate their Opinions into the Minds of both Clergy and Laity, under 
pretence of inſtruCting, and making them capable of this Union. We know 
what a Religious Zeal cando, and eſpecially when *tis countenanced by Pow- 
er, and ſeconded by hopes of Succeſs. Had .the Greek Church remained 
but ſome Years in this Condition, it might be ſaid, that theſe have bin bur 
ſlight and tranſient Attempts, which have not had time to produce any 

reat Effefts. Burt 'tis certain that ſince the eleventh Century, which is to 

y, lince the time Berengarius was laſt Condemned, till now, ſhe has bin 
continually as 1t were nner the Roman Yoke, and they have had all deſira- 
ble Opportunities to introduct their DoQtrine of 7ranſabſtantiation ; and tis 
a kind of Miracle if they have not obtained their Ends. For when men 
have had to do with an ignorant and groſs People, in matters of Religion, 
as the Greeks are, and have bin for along time , when Perſons have had a 
familiar and ordinary Commerce with them, and have beſides all proper 
means to prevail on them, as Power, Authority, Mildneſs, the way of In- 
ſtruction, Fear, Hope, and moreover upheld by the Emperors, Patriarchs, 
and Biſhops ; it is ſofar from being difficult to do what one will, that *is 
on the contrary very difficult not to do it. Whence it follows, that even 
when Mr. 4rzaud ſhould make it appear that 7ranſubtantiation, and the 4- 
doration of the Exchariſt, have bin eſtabliſhed amongſt the Greeks ſince the 


eleventh Century, his Proofs would be uſeleſs and of no Conſequence, as 
ro 
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toour Debate ; for it might always be anſwered, that this Dotrine hath-bin 
communicated to them by the Zatims,and rhe ways of this Communication are 
not hard to be underſtood. Mr. Ar»and has bin very ſenſible of the truth 
of what I ſay, and therefore was willing to relate, himſelf the greateſt part 
of theſe Hiſtorical Paſſages I mentioned : But he has otherwiſe repreſented 
them, tothe end he might draw fruitleſs and impertinene Concluſions from 
them, and by this means hinder us from making a jult and right uſe of them. 
This Deceit of his, is like to that he has us'd inthe foregoing Chapter. 


W E ſhall in the inſuing part of this Diſcourſe, overthrow his pretend- 
ed Conſequences. It may ſuffice at preſent to obſerve the Circuit he has 
taken, on purpoſe to divert his Reader from diſcovering the real Truth. For 
Ido not believe there is any rational Man but will judge, that ſeeing theſe 
Dodtrines appeared not in the Greek Church, before theſe Diſordets ; if 
they ſhould appear afterwards, they muſt be introduced by them. This 
is a natural and plain Concluſion. 

= 


CR AEM 


That the Monks and other Emiſſaries, with which the Eaſtern Couns 
tries have bin for a long time Repleniſhed, do Invalidate the Proof 
taken from the Belief of theſe People. Mr. Arnaud's fourth Des 


ceit laid open. 


R. Arnand's foutth Artifice conſiſts in concealing from us, the 

Care taken for ſeveral Apes, to fill Greece, Aſia, £eypr, Fthiopia, 

the /zatas, and ina word, all the Countries wherein there's any 

People profeſſing Chriſtianity, with Religious, and other Ec- 

cleſiaſtical Perſons, ſent expreſly to plant the Roman Religion, and even to 
eſtabliſh fixt Seminaries, who are charged to uſe their utmoſt Endeavours 
to InſtruCt and Reduce theſe Schiſmaticks. This Artifice of his, is not of 
imall Importance: for he thereby deprives us of the Knowledg of ſeveral 
Particulars ; without which tis impoſſible to make a true and right Judg- 
ment of this Controverſie. Andin ruth we have reaſon to admire Mr. 4r- 
z»aud"s Ingenuity. For whea there are any Hiſtorical Paſſages which ſeem to 
favour us, if they are ſo publickly known that *rwill be to no purpoſe to 
conceal them, he then produces them, but in ſo doing, applyes them to o- 
ther matters, on purpoſe to make us loſe the Conſequence may be drawn 
from them: and on the other hand, if they are Paſſages leſs known, and 
that he may well conceal them ; he then either not mentions them, or but 
lightly touches on them,tothe end they may not be throughly conſidered. He 
has taken this laſt courſe in what concerns the Miſſions. Having prudently 
foreſeen that this Myſtery could not be handled without diſcovering at the 
fame time the weakneſs and folly of his Proofs drawn from the Schiſmatical 
Churches; he has therefore thought good = make no mention of them, or 
L 


» 


—— 
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if at all, ſo ſlightly that they could ſcarcely be taken Notice of, leſt he 
{ſhould be charged with diſcovering the Secret, and overthrowing himſelf, 
what he has taken upon him to detend. But ſeeing he has no reaſon to ex- 
pet his Silence ſhould ſet Bounds to mens Curioſity ; and that they muſt 
know no more but what he tells-them, ſo he muſt not take it ill, if [relate 
what he would have concealed. 


I ſay then, that ſince the Zarins Conquered the Holy Land, and made 'em 
ſclves Maſters of the Greciaz Empire, all Greece and other Eaſter» Nations, 

* have bin filled with Monks, or Emiffaries, whole only deliga and employ- 
ment has bin to Infinuate the DoCtrines and Cuſtoms of the Church of 
Rome in thoſe Countries. Mr. Arzaud, who commonly takes things ia the 
worſt Sence, will be ſure totell me I am to blame, in blaming this Delign ; 
Seeing it is an effeCt of that Zeal the Zatins have ever ſhewed for their Re- 
ligion, itbeing uſual with Perſons who are per{waded of the Truth of their 
own Faith, to do all they can,to make Schiſmaticks, and Heretical People to 
Embrace the ſame. To which I anſwer, I do not at alþblame the Endea- 
vours of the Roman Church, to win theſe People. Seeing ſhe believes they 

' are in an Error, and therefore would undeceive them, and ſo far is Chriſtt- 
anly and Charitably done ; but as to thoſe artificial Means the Emiſſaries uſe, 
which ſavour ſo much of worldy Policy, they are in no wiſe to be commend- 
ed. Idonot, I ſay, blame them of the Church of Rome for labouring to pro- 
pagate their Faith ; ſeeing they believe there is no Salvation out of their Com- 


munion. 


YET Icannot bear with Mr. 4r-naud, who knows full well , what the 
Monks and Emiſſaries have done, and do Rl in the Zaft. That he I ſay ſhould 
attempt to prove the Perpetuity of the DoQtrines of the Rowan Church by 


this Reaſon, That they are tobe found eſtabliſhed amongſt theſe People. For 
{ceing their Converſion has bin endeavoured time out of mind, no means ha- 
ving bin left untried to effe& this ; how then can it be affirmed that ifat this 
Day they Believe Tranſubſtantiation, this DoQtrine hath bin received by 
them, at the ſame time when Chriſtianity was firſt planted amongſt them? 
Who ſees not the Abſurdity of this Conſequence? Let the Buſineſs of the 
Emiſſaries be termed a ReduCtion, Inſtruction, Converſion, or what elſe he 
pleaſe ? Yet would Iby no means have Mr. Arnaud attempt the perſwading 
us, Thatif the Greeks and other Eaſtera Chriſtians, for whoſe ſake the E- 
miſſaries have taken ſuch Pains, dobelieve 7Zranſubſtantiation, it thereupon 
follows that this DoQrine has bin eyer held by thoſe Churches, for this is a 
way of Arguing, which will never prevail on rational Men. For any Mans 
Reaſon will tell him, that if theſe People believe 7renſubſtantiation , "tis 
becauſe the Emiſſaries have taught it them, unleſs it be ſhewed that they held 
this DoQrine before they came amongſt them. And this is the Contents of 
this Chapter. The Conſequence I pretend to draw hence, is clear enough 
17 it ſelf, and we need no more but only repreſent what I already hinted 
touching the Empioyment of the Monks, and Emiſſaries in the Le- 
vant. 


FIRST then, it is evident, that after the Conqueſt of the Holy Land, 
both Paleſtine, and Syria were filled with Monks of every Order. Mr. 4r- 
»aud himſelf acknowledges it, and thereupon alledgeth the Teſtimony of 
Fames de Vitry, who tells us, that multitudes of People reſorted from all parts 
of the HWarld, to the Holy Land, being allured thither by the Odour of thoſe He- 


perabte 


, 
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werable and Holy Places, where they repaired the decayed Churches, Built new 

ones, and founded Monaſteries in ſeveral Places, by the CO of Princes, 

1n effet iliamof Zjre makes mention of ſeveral Abbors and Priors, who _ 
were preſent at the Councils held at \Vapolis, a City of Samaria, and at 4:- _ 7 p. 
tioch. He likewiſe remarks ſome who ſigned the Articles of Agreement ;. = p34 
made between the Venetiens, and Patriarch of Feruſalem. Mr. Arnaud him- & L.12. C254 
{elf faies, there were built Monaſteries of the Order of Ciftern Monks, together 
with others of St. Norbet, and St. Bennet, in ſeveral Commodious Places. 


NEITHER need we any more doubt, but after the Zatins had made 
themſelves Maſters of Greece, the Monks diſperſed themſelves over all the 
parts thereof, to which Mr. Arnaud conlents, and tells us, 7hzt Greece was 
filled with Dominicans and Fryar Minorites, that is to ſay, ___ who had 
often per formed this Office, in France aud Germany. He farther faies, that the 
Pope had given them in Chargeto confer with the Greeks, and examine their 
Doarine ; which is not a difhicult matter to believe. 


IN the Year 1177 according to Baronins, Pope Alexander the third ſent 


Baron.ad ann; 


a certain Phyſitian, called Philip into Erhiopia, to convert the Chriſtians of ,,,, 
that Country, and Inſtru& them in the Romiſb Religion: 


NOT long after, /zocert the third obtained the Popedom, and imme- 
diately effeQually endeavoured to bring the Hereticks and Schiſmaticks over X4n4/4: ad 
to the Roman Church. And ſent for this Purpoſe Fohn,and Simon, into Dio- 0: *' 27 
clia and Dalmatia, and ſome others into Bulcaria, Albertus, and Albertinus co * ** 
Conftantinople, and the Arch Biſhop of ajerce, into Armenia, 


GREGORY theninth his Succeſſor, continued the ſame Deſign. Ray: 
xaldus Reports in his time, all fs was full of Religious, who went up and R*4/4. 4 
down, Preaching from place to place. He produces likewiſe * Letter from *"' 5? 
a Dominican named Ph:/ip, which he wrote tothe Pope, in which he gives 
him an account of the Progreſs he made in the Converſion of the Patriarch 
of the Eaſtern ZFacobites, of two Arch Biſhops, one a Facobit, and 1h2 other 
a Neſtorian, of the Converſjon of the Patriarch of the Neſtorians, and of an 
other Patriarch of the Zacobits in Zzypt. He added farther that all theſe 
Nations, viz. the Chriſtians of Chaldea, Media, Perſis, Armenia, Syria, Phez 
wicia, India, Ethiopia, Libya, and £2 ypt, yielded themſelves to their Exhor- 
tations, there remaiging none but the Greeks that perſevered in their Malice, 
and who every where withſtood the DoCftrine of the Roman Church, either 
privately or openly, in blaſphemingall its Sacraments. 


INNOCENT the fourth who ſucceeded Gregory, wrote to the Pririce Baytild. od 
of Bul2aria, Solliciting him to embrace the Religion of the Zatins, and for = doa 
this effect ſent him ſeveral Monks and Fryars, entreating him to give them num. 14. 

a favourable Hearing. In the Year 1245 he lent Fryar Aſcelinus, Simon of 

St. Quentin, Alexander, and Albertus of the Order of Preachers, and Zohn 

du plan Carpin, with Fryar Bennet a Polander, of St. Francis's Order, tothe 

Tartars, to perſwade them to receive the Chriſtian Faith ; they paſſed thro 

Ruſſis, and delivered to Duke Daxie!, to Baſil his Brother, and the Biſhops of 

that Country the Popes Letters, which conjured them, to forſake the Greek 4 
Religion which they profeſſed, and unite themſelves to the Roman Church ; Þ1aw's voy: 
they likewiſe endeavoured withall their Power to effe& this, and the Suc- age © 9. & 
cels of their Negociation was, that the Ruſians ſent Deputies to Opizon, © *+ 
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who was then the Popes Legate in Polazd, offering to ſubmit themſelves to 
the Roman Church, provided the Pope would raile their Countries into a 
Kingdom, and beſtow the regal Crown on their Duke. Opizor gladly receiv- 
ed them, and granted what they demanded. "The Pope ſent the Arch Bifhop 
of Prufia in quality of a Legate, and ordered for their Inſtruction in the Xs- 
miſh Religion, a Miſſion made up of as many Secular Prieſts, as Religions, of 
the Order of Preachers, and Fryar Mizorites, amongſt whom there was cho. 
ſen a certain Preaching Fryar named AMexins, who was particularly to attend 
the Prince. The Arch Biſhop.of Pruf/ia reconciled King Dazze/, his Brother 
Baſil, who was King of Zaudemirie, and likewiſe their People to the Church 
of Rome, 


BUT whilſt Z»oceat,endeavoured the Converſion of the Rrf/ians, he neg. 
__ E leQted not the reſt of rhe Chriſtians in the Faſt. He earneſtly laboured, laies 
20. ad Raynaldas, to Reduce thoſe People, how far diftant ſoever they were , and for 
ann. 1253, this purpoſe ſent them ſeveral Religions, who were Learned and Zealons for the 
num. 38. propogating of the Faith, whom he honoured with the Title of Apoſtolical Ze- 
gates. He farther ſaies, that he gave to Zawrence his Penetentiary a large 
Commiſſion, for the ſame purpoſe, injoyning him to take care of Armenra, 
{conia, Turky, Greece, Babylon, and endeavour to gain the Greeks, who were 
in the Patriarchate of Lztioch, Feruſalem, and Kingdom of Cyprus, as well 


as the Zacobites, Maronites, and Neſtorians, 


n - 
Voyageof IN the Year 1253, the foreſaid /-nvcent the fourth, ſent //:Hiam de Ru 
"Wh G1: bruquis, and Bartholomemyde Cremone, who were of the Order of Fryar Mi- 
2s norites, into 7artaria, -where they found ſeveral Chriſtians of the Greek and 
Neſtorian Religion, for the ReduQtion of whom they laboured with all their 
Power. 


"WY 1 URB AT N rhe fourth imitating in this his Predeceſſors, ſent in the Year 
ann. 1264. 1264 Nicholas Biſhop of Crotoia, with Gerard and Rayner, Monks of the 
aun. 64.65. Order of Fryar Minorites, to Aichrel Palolognus the Greciaz Emperor, who 
had re-taken Conſtentinople, 7 o the end, fates Raynalans, b2 might be inſtrutt- 
ed together with his People, in the Orthodox Retjoion. It appears by the Let- 
| ters of Clement his Succeſor, that Urbain, fent moreover other Monks to 
_— Conſtantizople, on the ſame Deſign, to wit, S:mon, Peter ds Moras, Peter de 
numb.73 14i4, Crifta; and Boniface, and Clement lent Dominicans. 
wum, 81. 
"OT | IN the Year 1276, two Biſhops, and two preaching Fryars went into 
12796. mm. Crece, by order of Pope /znocent the twenty firſt, to 1inſtruft farcher the 
45.9 ad ann. Greths, and confirm them 1a Obedience to the Roman See, ro which the Em- 
7 wa 6s peror Michael Paleolopus had obliged thera to ſubmit themſelves. 
A little while after, there was another Miſſion of Fryar /4irerites to the 
_ __ Tartars, to inftruft them more fully in the Articles of the Roman Faith, who 


17.18. &;, hadembraced the Chriſtian Religion. This was in the Year 31278, under 
Pope MWricholas the third. | 


Idem. ad am. TOWARDS theend of this Century, Vicholas the fourth ſent others 
1288, nu. after the ſame manner, for the ReduQtion of thoſe People who profeſſed the 
*9: 39-3" Greek Religion. Raynaldus tells us, that this Pope made uſe of Dominicans 
165d, nun, 32. Particularly for this purpoſe, and ſent them to preach thro out all the Zf,, 

in Greece, Bulgaria, YValachia, to the Syrians, Iberians, Allains, Ruſſians, Faco- 
bites, 
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bites, Ethiopians, Neſtorians, Georgians, Armenians, Tadians, to the Zartarian 
Chriſtians, and generally to all ſtrange Nations, ſeparated from the Roman 

Church. And for this purpole, he likewiſe made uſe of the Fryar Mino- 

rites, of whoſe Order he had bin himſelf, that he ſent to ſeveral Zafters #5: mm 33, 
Biſhops a Summary of the Chriſtian Faith, according to which he would have 

the People inſtructed ; and earneſtly recommended his Emifſarics to Kings 

and Princes, to the end that being reipetted by them, their Labours might 

be the more Effectual. | 


BONTF AC FE the eighth, renewed thele general Miſſions into the Eff, ,, - , 
and to encourage them the more, to acquit themſelves well in their Employ, pen grin ate 
he augmented their Pritiledges after a very conſiderable manner. This was un. zg. 
in the Year 1299; Theſe continued under the following Popes, as it appears #*4*- 
by the Letters that Zohz the twenty ſecond ſent them, in the Year 1318, 
wherein he gives God thanks for the Progreſs the Fryar Predicants had made, 

and exhorted them to continue there.The ſame appears by other Letters, of 


Grezory the eleventh towards the end of the fourteenth Century. 


THERE arelikewile two other Relations of the Voyages of two Domi- t1. wonders 
icans, one named Brother Bieal, the other Brother Odericke, who went by ful Hiſtory of 
the Popes Command to preach in the Zaft. The firſt of theſe does not ſet if gear. 
down the time, but I ſuppoſe *twas aboutthe fourtecnth Century, for there- ,;,;," >..." 
inis mention made of the Death of 4720» King of the Zartars,which hap'ned ry 2g. Fol. 40. 
towards the end of the thirteenth Century.The ſecond bears date 133o.Itap- 
pears by the firſt of theſe, that there was at that rime Houſes of Dominican 
Fryars, {et up in 4s, for the Converſion of the Schilmaticks. Ye came 
arrettly, faies this Author, to the ſtately City of Baudas, where the Fryar 
Predicants of' our Order who dwelt there, camg out to meet us, Recetving us 
' with great Foy. . And by the ſecond, it appears likewiſe, that the Emiſlaries 
of the Order of Fryar A7:norztes, had already gotten as far as the /ndias, for 
there,is Mention made ot three Fryars, who atter a long Diſpute againſt the 
Neſtorians, were put to Death for ſpeaking againſt Mahomer. 


Fl. x5. 


IN the Year 1369, Urban the fifth ſent Fryar M7zorites,amongſt allthele ,,,, , , 
Nations, with the ſame order to Preach, and propagte the Catholick Faith. nz. i ;«. 
He lent likewiſe four Bizhops into Mbania and the neighbouring Provinces, num. 14. Ray. 
to reduce thele Schiſmatical People to his Obedience. He took the fame ns Lag» at 
Care for the' InſtruQtion of the Ruſſians, Moldevians, and Valaquains, to © 
whom he ſent twenty five Religious of the Order of Fryar Minorites. An 
thony Biſhop of Mileve was ordered to inſtrudt the Georgians, and other Z4- 
fern Chriſtians, together with twenty five other Monks, who were joyned 
to him. Under Gregory the eleventh, there were ſeveral Convents Found- 
ed in Boſxia, Baſcia, tor the ſame Deſign of Converting the Schiſmaticks. 

Tins Pope enlarged the Priviledges of the Zaffern Miſſtonaries, on Conditi- {4cm. 44. 2nn 
on they would remain in thoſe Countries, and not return into the /Yef, un- 137% 
der Penalty of being deprived of all their Priviledges. ry 


IN the fifceenth Century, AZrtiz the fifth took Care again of the Mil: 
ſions, which had bin in fome fort Interrupted during the Troubles of that 

great Schiſme, which began under Urbazz the ſixth, in the Year 1378, and _ po _ 
which ended not till afrer the Council of Conſtance in the Year 1414, where- hs ogy 
in Martin was choſen. He made the King of Poland his Vicar, thro out 

the whole Extent of his Dominions, to the end he ſhould endeavour the Re- 


ducion 
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duQion of the Greeks, giving him for this purpoſe full Authority over the 
Ecclefiaſticks and Monks. He conferred the ſame Power op the Duke of 
Lituania, giving him an expreſs Chatge to endeavour to propagate the Ca- 
tholick Religion. | 


EFUCENUS the fourth, Martin's Succeſſor, ſet forth ahew Miſſion, 
which conſiſted of twenty Religious of the Order of Fryar Minorites, to- 
gether with a Biſhop, whom he ſent into ſz, for the propogating of the 
Roman Faith, and the particular Inſtruction of the Chriſtians that dwelt in 
the Ca/pian Mountains. He employed Gregory Arch Biſhop of Moldoblachie, 
who was a Latinized Greek, for the Reduttion of the Bulzarians, YValaqui- 
ans, Moldavians, enjoyning him to apply himſelf thereunto with all poſlt- 


_ ble Care and Diligence. He ſent Andrew Arch Biſhop of Colofia into Cyprus, 
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to bring back to his Obedience, the Chriſtians of difterent Sets who Inha- 
bited this Iſland, namely the NVeſtorians, Armenians, Coptics, Chaldeans, Fa- 
cobites, together with the Greeks who were the Natives of that place. 


I'N the ſixteenth Century the Portugaiſes having ſetled themſelves in 
the Zaft Dndias, it is well known they eftabliſhed Miſſions and Seminaries 
in divers places, and earneſtly endeavoured to Inſtrutt the Zrhiopinns, Ne- 
forians, and other Chriſtian Sets which are in that Country. 


L EO the tenth ſent ſeveral to Inftrut the Ruſſizns and Muſcorites, he 
took the ſame Care for the Abyſ/is, and Maronites, tor theſe laſt, altho they 
had ſubmitted tothe Romer Church, yet retained their antient Errors. 


CLEMENT the ſeventh received an Embaſſador from Baſil, Duke of 
Mauſcovia, and ſent to this Duke a Legate to treat concerning his Reunion 
to the Church of Rome. This was in the Year 1531, according ta Sponda- ' 
nus, Raynalaus refers it to the Year 1525. . 

IN fine, if we would know the preſent State of all the Zaft in this Re- 
ſpe, *tis but conſidering that the Emiſſaries have fo far overſpread theſe 
Countries, that ſcarcely 1s there any place where they have not ſerled them- 
ſelves, and wherein they do not exert all their Learning and Induſtry, not 
for the Converſion of the Infidels, for this they cannot expect, but for the 
gaining of theſe Schiſmaticks, Inſinuating the Roman Religion amongſt theſe 
Ignorantand Dull People, who ſtill w + Chriſtianity. 


FUGEMNTUS Roger, a Recollet who was ſent into Barbery, in his De- 
ſcription of the Holy Lang, tells us, 7hat thoſe of his Order have maintain- 
ed themſelves in Paleſtine, from the Zear 1333; to this preſent, and have 
two Convents at Jerulalem, one at Bethlem, one at Nazareth, oe at Rama,oze 
at St. John of Acra, one at Sydon, ſix in Agypt, two in the Iſle of Cyprus, 
one at Aleppo, oze at Damaſcus, two at Mount Libanus, one at Alexandria, 
and one at Conſtantinople. 


FOSEP H Beſſon the Jeſuit, in his Holy Hria, tells us, that the Soci- 
ety have five Seminaries in Syria, to Wit, at 7ripoly, Sidon, Damaſcas, Alep- 
po, and at Q»e#froa», which have bin ſetled there ſince the Year 1625, and 
ſent over by the Order of Urbain the eighth. 


FR ANCIS 


—— 
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» 
FRANCIS Richard in his Relation touching the Ifle of St: Zrinys,, .. 
gives us this Account. Since, faies he, Princes have ceaſed to Succonr this Clergy of 
poor Eaſtern Church by Arms, our Kings continue to aſſiſt it by means, which Frances 
altho not ſo Expenſive and Famous, yet no leſs Effettual for the Salvation of 
Mens Souls, which ought to be the chief end of ſuch like Undertakings. And 
in another place, Our Society being preſerved in this Country by the Providence 
of God, and Charity of the Faithful, have not ceaſed to continue their Services 
ro this deſolate Church. And to the end the Fruit of our Labours may not be in- 
cloſed within the Halls of Conſtantinople, our Soctety has extended it ſelf as far 
as Theſſalonica, Patras, Athens, Naples de Romanis, Milos, Paros, where they 
have for ſome time Sojourned, and afterwards ſetled themſelves at Smyrna, Scio, 
Naxie, Negrepont, 57. Erinys, ot to mention Syria, where they have four 0- 
ther places of Reſidency, viz. Aleppo, Damaſcus, Seide, aud Tripolys. fad 
now they deſien for Mount Athos, and all other parts where Schiſme and Here- 
ſy reign, And certainly they have undertaken no eaſy Task, having ſo many and 
diſtant Countries to Travel over, ſo many Errors to Oppoſe, and to Correit ſuch 
a number of Abuſes, which Tonorance and Hereſy have Introduced among ſt theſe 
People. | 


Mr. Thevenot informs us, that there is a Convent of Capucin Fryars in the 
Iſle of St. Andra, which do very much help the Biſhop by their Preaching, and a P BY 


Diſcourſing of the Iſle of Chios, he ſay's, that beſides the Feſuits, who have ,.c,,. &c 
a Church and Colledge, there are alſo Capacins, who teach humane Learning 51, &.C. 6, 
and Divinity, and alſo Jacobins, and Gray Fryars, who have all of "em beautt- 
ful Churches. He tells us likewiſe, that in the Iſle of Vixia, there are Je- 


ſuits, Recollets ,. and Capucins, who make great Progreſs in the propagating IO. 
crave 

Voyage. 

Chios, the Sieur Stochove tels us of Car- p.*, _— 


of the Catholick Faith. Beſides ad pom and Capucins that are, according 
to Thevenot's Relation, inthe Ifle 0 
melite Fryars who are there likewiſe. 


AT Smyrna there are both Capucins and Z*ſuits, ſaiesthe Sieur Boulaye g,,,.x, 
Ze Goux, and YVillamont obſerves that in the Iles of Cephalonia, and Zant, Gm Part x. 
there are Religious of the Order of St. Francis. G. >. ©." 6s 


WE know that the Jeſuits have ſettled themſelves ſince the Year 160g 
at Conſtantinople. The Jeſuits, ſaies the Sieur Stochove, have St. Benner's ,,, 
Churc , where they are very well accommodated, having a fine Gard:n; The Erperars ; 
Church altho it be but ſmall, yet is a very beautiful one, being covered with Moſa- L. > C 4+ 
ick Work. Theſe Fathers, ſaies he, 'do make great Proficiency in the Converſgou Y'ncbeie's 
of the Hereticks and Schiſmaticks, Inſtruiting them in the Catholick Apoſtolick p27 2 
Romas Faith. But beſides the Jeſuits, there are #acobins, and Coraeliers, Te 
The Cordeliers, fay's the Sieur Dus Zoir, are at St. Marys, the Jacobins at St. , ., 
Peters, and the Feſuits at St. Bennets, which is a very fair Church and Painted _ Aa 
alſo with Moſaick Work, very Rich, but not well Contrived, It is welt known © © 
there are Emifſaries likewiſe in 7iſpaham in Perſiz, who have ſpread them- 
felves as far as the Borders of the Armenians. He have not ſeen any City in 
all our Travels, ſaiesthe Sieur de Bourges, which is better provided with Emi. 
faries, the Reverend Fathers the Auſtin Portugais 4/onts,Carmelites, and Fe. 
ſuits, have ſucceſſively eſtabliſhed themſelves ſince {ome Tears: and by the Per- 
miſſion of the Prince, they exerciſe with a great deal of Liberty their Funttions. 
The Reverend Fathers the Feſuits, having ſetled themſelves at Julfa, which ;, 
8 [mall City about a League diſtant from Hiſpaham, chiefly confiting of Armeni- 

ans 
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ans, have a particular Conveniency, for the Converſion of Schiſmaticks. He 
tells us likewiſe, That there is at Szrat, a Mifſion of French Capncins, 
and another at Babylon, and ſpeaking of the former of theſe, 7heſe are, 
ſays he, the only Fmiſſarys in this City. We have been Witneſſes of the Re. 
(pecF ſhewed them, and of the Fruit of their Labours, to bring home to the 


Church the Armenians, Facobites, and Neſtorians. 


I ſhall not trouble my ſelf with mentioning the Miſſions of the Zadzas, 
nor them of Z#th:opia, for the relations of theſe are publick, and known 
by all the World. We may read what #ob» Peter Maffee and du Faric, 
both Z+ſuits have written in their Hiſtories of the /naias rouching this'mat- 
ter. And likewiſe the Relations of Zth:opra taken out of the Letters writ- 
ten to the General of the Jcſuits Yiteleſchy, and another Hiſtory of the 
Eaſt Tadias Printed at Arras Anno 1628. but what I already mention'd is 
ſufficient to diſcover the fallacy of Mr. Arnaud's Argument, who pretends 
to prove the Perpetnity of his Faith from the Teſtimony of the Schiſmati- 
cal Churches. For now after what I repreſented, all which has been faith- 
fully tranſcribed out of Authors never ſuſpetted by the Church of Rowe, 
what aſſurance can we have if the DoCtrine of Tranſubſtantiation , be 
found eſtabliſhed amongſt theſe people, that it has not been communicated 
to them by all theſe Emiſſaries, -who have been ſent for ſo many years, for 
no other purpoſe ? It ought, methinks, tobeſhewed us (to colour over this 
proof) that the ſources whence they drew their Chriſtianity have not been 
adulterated, that theſe Springs have run clear, without being troubled to 
this day ; or at leaſt the time of theſe Miiſions muſt be laid afide, and Mr. 
Arnand (if he intends to deal ſincerely) muſt begin trom the Ages which 
precede them ; for if it does not appear theſe Schiſmaticks believed 
the ſame as the Church of Rome concerning the Euchariſt, before all this 
care for their inſtruction, what likelihood is there we ſhall ſuffer our 
ſelves to be ſurpriz'd by fo frivolous an Argument. I will ſuppoſe for once 
that I was deceiv'd, when I maintain'd that any one of theſe Nations who 
profeſs the Chriſtian Religion and ſubmitted not to the Pope, didnot reckon 
Trapſubſtantiation amongſt the Articles of their Creed, nor the Adora- 
tion of the Euchariſt amongſt their Rites and Ceremonies. Will Mr. 4-- 
aud then imagine that my miſtake has prejudiced my Cauſe, or juſtified 
the Conſequence he pretends to draw from his Principle ? This pretenſion 
of his in my mind, would be very unjuſt and unreaſonable. For whether 
the Greeks and other Eaſtern Chriſtians, do or do not believe Tranfubſtan- 
tiation, this is gnly a queſtion between him and me, to which the Subje& 
I defend has no relation, and therefore he can expeCt no more at utmoſt 
than a Victory over me and not my Cauſe, ſeeing the Conſequence he would 
draw hence will be continually diſputed him, to wit, that Tranſubſtan- 
tiation has been perpetually believed in theſe Churches. Whence it follows 
that he has been to blame in paſſing over ſo ſlightly as he has done, a point 
of this importance, on which depends the whole force of his Proofs, and 
he may juſtly be complain'd of in the Church of Rome , in that he 
hath in his whole proceeding betrayed a greater care for his own private 
Reputation, than that of the Church whoſe cauſe he takes upon him to de- 
fend. As to what concerns my ſelf I hope I ſhall be able to give the World 
a good Account touching what I denyed : and were I miſtaken, 
would not be aſhamed to make an open Recantation without the leaſt Þ- 

e 


prehenſion that this my RetraQation would inany fort prejudice my Cauſe, 


ſecing in effcQ, I donot believe it follows that a DoArine has been perpetual 
in 
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in Religion, altho Schiſmarical Churches now profeſs it as well as the La- 
tins. This Conſequence muſt be proved, as well as its Principle, did Mr. 
Arniud take a direct courſe and argue ina requiſite manner to fatisfie judici- 
ous Perſons. And therefore he ought to have given a fincere account of this 
whole Hiſtory of the Mifions, which I come now from repreſenting in 
this Chap. for I cannot imagine how Mr. Arnaud could pals over in filence 
as he has done, an Hiſtory ſo important and neceſſary for the making of a 
right Judgment of this whole Controverſie ; ſeeing he could not be igno- 
rant of it. If he believes he has done right, I muſt needs ſay, he has 
a kind of ſincerity different from that of all other people ; and if he be- 
lieves he ought not to have taken this courſe, we muſt affirm, that his 
fiſence is ſo much the more criminal, in that he has acted againſt the light 
of his own Conſcience. 


CHA ©. vF, 


That the means the Emiſſaries have uſed for the mtroducing of the Ro- 
man Religion amongit the Schiſmaticks, The Seminaries which 
| bave been ſet up for the ſame deſign, and the particular Inſtrutions 
given them touching the Dofrine of Tranſubſtantiation, do ſufficients 
ly ſhew that there can no Advantage accrue to Mr. Arnaud by 


their belief. Mr. Arnaud's fifth Artifice diſcovered. 
the Grecian and other Eaſtern Chriſtians called Sch:{maticks. 


V For *tis certain there was never a more vain and fruitleſs 


Amuſement, than his whole Diſpute on that Subjett z at the end whereof 


HOSOEVER conſiders the foregoing Chapters will not 
I ſuppoſe overmuch value 4r. Arnaud's Labours touching 


I am much miſtaken if he finds not he has ill beſtowed his time, having 
given no light at all to the main Queſtion, which is to know whether the 
Dodtrine of the preſent Roman Church is the ſame with that of all Anti- 
,quity. But beſides what 1 already offered, it remains, that 1 make ſome 
important RefleQtions on thoſe things, the moſt part of which Mr. Arnaud 
. haspaſt over in ſilence, and which I ſhall recolle& as briefly as I can in this 
Chapter, to the end I may not any longer detain the Reader on a point, 
which I believe I have ſufficiently evidenced. 


' Firſt, Then I find in the Relation of the Emiſlaries of St. Frinys, that 
one of the reaſons for which they were ſent, was to endeavour the Ad- 
vancement of the honour of the Holy Sa&rament. The Author of theſe 
Relations deſirous to give the World an account of the Honours 
they have endeavoured to procure from the Inhabitants of this 


, tothe Sacrament, begins thus, 7 believe, ſay's he, the Gentlemen of C. 20. P.z04. 


the Confraternity of the * Auguſt Socjety of the Holy Sacrament, having teſti- 
| O fied 
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fied ſo great Zeal for the Advancement Fl this Devotion, eſpecially im the 
Eaſtern Countries, will approve of theſe Diſcaurſes, ſeeing they willbe inform'4 
by them that the Prayers and Vows they have maae for the Converſion of theſe 
poor wretches , were not fruitleſs. Theſe words ſufficiently ſhew (if I 
be not miſtaken, that one of the chief ends which the Emiſſaries propo- 
ſed to themſelves ia the Converſion of the Greeks, is to give them thaſe 
Sentiments which they have not yet entertained concerning the Holy $a» 
crament, and 'tis unto this whereunto tends the Zeal and Prayers of the 
Confrateraity. 


W HENCE itfollows,that *tisno great wonder if they have accompliſh- 
ed their Deſign ; and that it theſe people do at this day believe Tranſaub- 
ſtantiation and Adore the Zuchariſt, it cannot be hence concluded that this 
Doarine has been amongſt them eyer ſince they farſt received the Chriſtian 
Faith, - 


BUT the better to convince Mr. Arnaud of the vanity of his pretended ' 
Conſequence, and how little I would-efteem his vitory-if 1t were as real as 
it is falſe and imaginary ; I need but ſet before him the means theſe Emilla- 
Ties have uſed whereby to inſinuate the Roman Religion,in theſe Countries,in 
all which I ſhall relate no more than what I learn from Authors no wiſe 
ſuſpected by the Church of Rome. 


THE firſt inſtrument they uſe is Money, Francis Richard the Jeſuit, 
in the foreſaid Relation of the Iſle of St. Erinys, plainly tells us ſo. Above 


an hundred poor Greeks, ſay's he, became our own, being drawn over to us by 


ſome ſmall Charity we beſtowed on them. Money can do all things in theſe parts, 


Anthony Gou- 
veau's Relati- 
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and we are certain that provided we had wherewithal to give the Greek Biſhops, 
they would ſuffer us, to Confeſs, Preach and Inſtrutt them who are under their 
Charge, in whatſoever we pleaſed. So that are not theſe- very fit people to de- 
termine the 4tiquity of our DoCtrines, Anthovy de Gouvean one of the 
Emiſſaries of Perſ7a, in his Hiſtory of the ReduCtion of the Armernians,which 
were carried over into Perſia, under the Conduft of the Patriarch 
David, exprelly obſerves, that one of the firſt courſes the Miſſionaries took 
to draw theſe, people to them, was to diſtribute money amongſt them, by 
which means they were eaſily wrought on to come to Catechilings. 


BUT beſides Money,they make the practice of Phyſick,to ſerve as a pre- 
tence,for the introducing of them into Houſes, where they take their oppor- 
tunity, to diſcourſe of Religion. By this means, lay's the Jeſuit Richard, 
we have free admittance into the Fuſes of the Greeks, and many times gain 
by Converſation what we could not effect by Preaching. 


THE knowledge of the Mathematicks draws to *em ſeveral perſonsand 
furniſhes them with occaſions of entertaining them. Beſſon the Jeſuit, 
ſpeaking of one of their Emiſſaries at Damaſcus ; he drew, lays he, to our 
houſe ſeveral Greeks, by the fame of his Skill, in the Mathematicks, which is a 


: Science in great Fſpeent amongſt the Levantine People, and eſpecially Aftronomy, 


upon which account our Fmiſſaries have eaſie admittance into great Houſes, whe- 
ther of Turks, or Chriſtians. 


THEY endeavour more eſpeciallyto gain the Biſhops and Patriarchs,and 
that with fuccels, as it will appear, by the Teſtimony I ſhall wag 
Father 


— 
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Father Fohn Amien, ſay's Beſſon mow of the Emiſſariesof 7ripolys, gain'd lid. Treatiſe 
the Greek Biſhop of Tripolys tothe Romiſh Religion. the 4. C. 4+ 


The ſame Beſſon, diſcourſing of the Miſſion in Aleppo, and of one of 
its Fathers, he hath intirely won, fay's he, Philipthe Patriarch, who is Pa- j;.; SEED" 
triarch of great Armenia whoſe Seat is in Perſia, at Eſchiniadzin. This wve- C. g, | 
. nerable Prelate being come to Aleppo, to viſit the holy Places,yeceived the Father 
with great Expreſſions of good Will, and ſhewed him that he was a Catholick in 
hit Heart, being of a wery frank Nature, he farther declared this in the pre- 
ſence of another Patriarch. He ſay's moreover that this ſame Emiſſary con- 
verted an Armenian Biſhop; who was afterwards forc'd by the Schiſmaticks 
to leave his Country, and retire into a Monaſtery in Cappadocia, and would 
turn Jeſuit, but, ſay's he, whatſoever great qualities he had, it was not judg'd 
meet to deprive the Armenians of this Paſtour. 


Speaking in another place of an Emiſſary of Aleppo, he has brought over, 
fay's he, to the Roman Church another Greek Biſhop, and with this perſon en- 1b.chap. 10! 
dowed with ſuch good Qualifications, he doubts not but he ſhall gain ſeveral 0- 
thers who will *tis likely follow ſo great an Example. Certainly, adds he, in 
theſe Miſſions of the Levant there ought to be a particular regard had to the Bi- 
ſhops, whoſe £x&mple the pe ople will not fail to imitate. 


ws, of the Emiſſaries of Seyde. Ze are obliged, ſay's 

he, to the Biſhop of the Greeks, who beſides his being won to the Roman Church 
by one of our Fathers lays other Obligations on us. For he opens to us his Heart 
as well as his Church, and publickly declares to his hearers that the Frank's 
Church and that of the Maronites are,the true Churches. Theſe Conqueſts cannot 

; be loſt, unleſs by the ill condutt of the Paſtours, and the pernicious Maxims 
they may give out. . Gain but one of them, and you gain them all, bat if one of 
*em holds out and will not yield, what you have done already ſignifies nothing. 


Treatiſe 6.6.77 


Diſcourſing of the Miſſion of Meppo, he ſay's that the Biſhop of the Syrians 
at Aleppo, before his Ordination, conceived a great hatred againſt the Sy- 
rian Hereſie, arid turn'd Catholick, and within a while, went to Rome, * 
from whence returning, he was Conlecrated by the Patriarch of the Maro- 
mites, and ſettled in the Syria Church at Aleppo. From whence being 
conſtrain'd to withdraw, he was brought there again at the requeſt of the 
Curats and by the Afliſtance of Mr. Piquet. He generouſly ſerves, adds he, 
Almighty God amongſt his own people, whom he exhorts to keep ſtedfaſt to the 
Church of Rome. And thus have the Endeavours of our Emiſſaries, beer: 
aſſiſted by the Divine Grace, which we donbt not but will prove of great conſequence 
to the Syrians, ſeeing that in gaining a perſon »f his merit, they have done as 
much as if they had converted a whole Nation. | 


The Steur Sochove, ſpeaking of the Jeſuits at Galata, Theſe Fathers Fn-q, . 
deavonrs, ſay's he, have not been ineffettual among ſt the Hereticks and Schiſma- yyyages p. ob; 
ticks, for they converted ſeveral Greek Biſhops a diſpoſed others, in caſe of any ; 
Revolution, to abhere to the Roman Church, 


T acquainted my ſelf, ſay's Busbequius, the Emperour's Embaſſadour, with . re 
Metrophangs the Metropolitain and Superiour of the Monaſtery of Chalcy, he = 4. Ky Y 
#5 an honeſt and learned Man, and one that paſſionately deſires the re-union of 5. 16. 


O 4a the 
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the two Churches, contrary to the cuſtom of his Nation, who deteſts them of onr 
\ Communion, as prophane and impure Perſons, | 


Gourea's r& GOUF/F AH the Monk relating how he and other Augnſtin Portugai- 

barium Lib.$. 3. ſes proceeded in prder to the Re-union of the {rmenians in Perſia to the 
Roman Church, tells us, that they particularly applyed themſelves to the 
winning David their Patriarch, making uſe of him afterwards as an inſtrus 
ment to prevail on the Biſhops and all the reſt of the People. 


NOW tell me, I pray after this, with what ſincerity the Greeks and 
other Eaſtern Chriſtians can be alledged in this matter ? rhey are won by 
Money, ſeveral pretences are made uſe of by the Emiſlaries to introduce 
themſelves into their houſes, they prevail on their Biſhops, not making them 
publickly change their Religion, but leaving them in the fame Communi- 
on wherein they find them, to the end that they may likewiſe endeavour 
the Eſtabliſhment of the Roman Faith. Now what can be ſaid of theſe 
people, but that if they believe Tranſubſtantiation (it nor appearing they 
believed it before all theſe Intrigues) they have received this DoGtrine from 
the Emiffaries, by theſe indirect ways which they praCtile. 


BUT this is not all, for. one of the moſt uſual and effteAual Courſes 
they take to eſtabliſh inſenſibly, and without any noiſe, the Roman Religiog 
in Greece, and amongſt all other Nations, 1s the inſtruQtion of their Youth, 

_ which employment they commonly take upon them whereſoever they come z 
' for under pretence of inſtructing them in Human Learning, they inſtil in- 
to their minds the Principles of the Romiſh Faith, ſo that a great part of 
the Greek Prelates are of this number, that is to ſay their Schollars, having 
received from them in their tender Age a favourable Opinion of the Roman 


Church. 


Pyages of M0 WE are inform'd by the Author of 27. de 1a Haye's Voyages who was 

de la Haye ©. Embaſſador to the late King of Framcegthat the Feſuits at Galata, are very ſac- 

$-P43- 125* cesful in their undertakings in this kind ; for beſides their Preaching and Con- 
{eſſions, they inftruit allthe Youth, as alſo the Schiſmaticks, whom they have con- 
vinced (for the moſt part of them) of their Errors, ſo that ſeveral Principal 
Greek Biſhops and Archbiſhops, (who have been their Scholars) do favour the 
Doitrine of the Church of Rome, and are capable of doing it great Service, 


Stochov.75ya- THE Sieur Sochovins, ſpeaks to the ſame efteQ, the Greeks, ſay's he, do 

ge pag. 9%. mot at all ſcruple the ſending their Children to School (he means to that of the 
Jeſuits) wherein they are inſtrutted as well in the Catholick Religion, as in Hu- 
man Learning. Anddiſcourſing of the Ifle of Chios, he tells us, that the Je- 
{uits have a ſtrong-built Convent there, beſides a fair Church, that they are 
twenty in number who are al! of them naturaliz'd, and take upon them ac- 
cording to-their cuſtom the inſtruQtion of Youth, and bring divers over to 
the true Religion. The Carmelites, adds he, have x Church and Convent 
there, who likewiſe apply themſelves to the inſtrutting of Touth, and convert 
atvers fromthe common Hereſie of the Greeks. 


Loir's Voyages THE Sieur ds Zoir tells us likewiſe, that the Jeſuits of Galatia, keep 


eenoe, School for the Children of the Greeks and Armenians. And the Sieur 7heve- 


part.1c.61. 90 informs us, that in the Iſle of Chios, there is a Convert of Capucins who 


teach human Learning and the Chriſtian Dottrine, to ſeveral Children who re- 
par 
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pair thither. He tells us in another place, that in the Iſle of A4ndria the Ca. 


pucins do greatly eaſe the Biſhop, by their Preachings and Confeſſions, and by Chap. 13. 


their School,go which go all the Greek Children,and that ſome are ſent from Athens 
for that purpoſe. 


L. A Boulaye le Gous tells us, that the Feſuits have a convenient Houſe at Boulay's 54 
Smyrna wherein they inſtrutt the Greek Children. And the ſame do they at ages part. r. 


St. Erinys, as appears by the relation of Richard the Jeſuit, who introdu: <; 5+ 


ces another Jeſuit ſpeaking as follows, 7 ſet opez my School every day to all _ an 


that will come and learn any thing, being ever ready and moſt willing to inſtrutt 
Youth, as well out of Obedience to my Superiour, who earneſtly recommended to 
me this courſe, as for that likewiſe it has been revealed to me from H-aven, that 
this is the ſureſt way to reform by degrees the Greek Church, and perhaps one of 


the moſt likelieſt means to maintain us In theſe forraign Countries, 


IT already appears, by theſe Teſtimonies, that one of the principal things 
recommended to the Emiſfaries, when they are to be lent abroad, is the E- 
ducation of Children, as an infallible means to ſet up the Romiſh Religion 
in the midſt of theſe people, and that the Emiſffaries on their fide do well 
acquit themſelves in this particular. But the Author of the Book called 4 
Deſcription of the Holy Land, delivers himſelf more plainly. For diſcour. 
ſing how the Jeſuits employ themſelves in the City of eppo, herells us, 
that their chief buſineſs isro inſtruct Youth, which has always been efteem- 
ed a matter of great importance and highly conducing to the reformation 
of theſe Nations. Obſerve, I beſeech you, what he ſays, that the Emiffa- 
ries do not only carefully apply themſelves to this, and that by order from 
their Superiors, but that this is an eſpecial means to make all theſe people 
in a ſhort time to become inſenſibly Roman Catholrcks. 


BUT we muſt likewiſe take notice that theſe Gentlemen who leave no 
means untryed, do wholly betake themſelves to theſe two laſt ways, name- 
ly, that of gaining the Prelates and that of inſtrufting Youth. For when 
' they have won any Biſhop totheir Party, they oblige him to ſer them upon 
the educating of their.Children, making uſe of his Authority that they may 
manage their buſineſs with greater ſucceſs and ſecurity. Which the fame 
Author of the Holy Zand ſhews us, Father Queriot, fay's he, was a fit per- 
ſon to offer his ſervice to the Greek Metropolitain, who was a good Cathalick, 


Holy Syria 
part, 1, Treaty 


and a man of a ftri# Life (he means the Metropolitain of Aleppo) he has ob-\\..c.. ,. 


lig'd him to truſt us with the Education of the Grecian Children of that Country, 
and to flight the diſcourſes of the Enemies of the Roman Religion. And 3 lit- 
tle farther, it 4 to be moreover obſerved, ſay's he , that the Patriarch of. 
Conſtantinople reprehexding him for employing a Religious Frank in the teach- 
ing of the Greeks, even in his Epiſcopal Howſe, this great man who is ever like 
himſelf, does notwithſtanding permit the Father to proceed on ftill in his. under- 
taking. | | | 


SPEAKING of the Miſſion of Damaſcus, this Miſſion, lay's he, is the 
work of Father Jerom Queriot who was ſent from Aleppo to Damalcus, iz the 
beginning of the year 1643, by the Greek Patriarch Euthymius, who was of 
the Iſle of Chios,and of the Romiſh Religion, for the inſtruition of Youth, and 
eſpecially of his Nephew, and for the compoſition of bis circular Letters and 
Greek and Arabian Patents, Yet he tells us, this Father was forc'd to leave 


the 


FEE COA 
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OT 
=Y 


the place, the Greeks growing jealous of him, in as much as that he being 
a Religions Frank was employed in the chief affairs of the Patriar- 
chate, 


I cannot forbear mentioning what the ſaid Author relates on the ſame 
SubjeR, namely, the inſtruftion of the Greek Yourh.- 4Ye muſt betake our 
ſelves to this Courſe, ſay's he, for the converting the Greek Schiſmaticks, We 
are too old, ſaid Jerafimus an Archbiſhop and Ficar of the Patriarchate, to 
receive new Impreſſions : but inſtrutt our Youth, who by your care will be capable 
of trying good things and prove a oo of perfect Chriſtians ; words, ay's 
he, which he uttered in the hearing of the Touth ou purpoſe to encourage them 
zo make uſe of the advantage offered them. Tt is certainly a great ſatisfaction 
to us when we ſee young Greeks who are naturally eloquent, to inſtrutt ſo hand- 
ſomely their Servants ; and 7 had almoſt ſaid, even their very Parents, who be- 
come 4s it were their Diſciples in Religion. Is there any thing more great aud 
glorious than the building of new Churches with the Apoſtles, and converting 
the World? For new Churches are planted by the ſettlement of theſe Miſſions, 
and the old ones repaired at the ſame time, by means of the 1nſtruttion of Chit- 
dren who teach their Parents. This Jeſuit lays open the matter plainly and 
ſincerely, whereas Mr. {rnaxd does not ſo, for he would have theſe new 
Churches paſs for old ones. - 


THE ſame Author relates that having obſery'd Fohn Damaſcen was e- 
ſteem'd in this Country as an infallible Door, | and that his Teſtimony a- 
gainſt Hereſfies was of great weight with them ; Oe of our Fathers, lay's 
he, undertook to teach this Saints Logick and Divinity touching the controvert- 
ed Points, He ſay's, this invention took, and inſpired the S:hollrs with greet 
Zeal. But ſay's he,this their forwardneſs was taken notice of by ſome envious Per- 
ſons, who informed the Vicar of the Patriarchate of the matter, and ſo far in- 
cenſed him that he caus'd the young Students to be brought before him,' and ha- 
ving reprehended their Boldneſs, condemned their Opinions and charged them to 
defiſt from ſuch Diſcourſes, adding therewithal, that if they obeyed not his Com 
mazuds, he would raine them and their Families. Theſe Arguments, ſays he, 
could not prevail with the Schollars to change their Opinions, or break off their 
Aſſemblies, and forſake their Maſters, but they were more cautions afterwards, 
and did forbear publiſhing any thinzs in the Circles as they had heretofore 


Es 


IT is is an eafie matter to comprehend the Advantage the Church of 
Rome makes of the labours of theſe Emiſſaries ; and to be more particularly 
4740 Wl informed thereof, we need but read what the Sieur Poulet has written con- 
ages 2. part, Ecrning the Jeſuits, and their manner of proceedings in the Eaſt. 7hez 
C. 20. rightly underſtood, ſay*s he, how difficult it is to work on the mind of a Perſon 
grown old in his Errors, and that the firſt impreſſions being ſtrengthened by a long 
cnitom, become a new Nature in us, wherefore our inſtructions muſt be beſtowed 
on them whoſe minds are not yet corrupted by Maxims of Schiſm and Hereſie. 
They have therefore very adviſedly, ſet up Schools, whereunto the Children of 
Schiſmaticks and ſometimes of Turks too do reſort. The deſire of having ſome 
Images, or Apnuſſes draws them to our Congregations, where hearing our Doctrine, 
they become effettually Catholicks without perceiving themſelves to be ſo : as for 
the other Schiſmaticks, they hear our Sermons, and pretend to be Catholicks only 

zn hope of ſome Advantage they expett by this their Diſſimulation. 


WE 
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W E necd likewiſe but read what Zeſſox the Jcſuit has written, touch- 
ing the proceedings of the Sociery at 4eppo. Zhe Religions Orders, lay's 
he, even the moſt regular amongſt them, have received from the Society at A- 
leppo not 4 few Advantages,and the Eaſtern Church has had ſuch Prelates from 
them as are at this day the greateſt lizhts of the Syrian Clergy. JVhereupon he 


tells ts in another place, that the Greeks and Syrians admit Apoſtolical Men in- Pavt. 1. Ti, 
to their Houſes. They likewiſe permit them the uſe of their Churches, and © C. 2+ 


the Curats accept of our help, the Biſhops entreat us to prune their Vines, and 
this Church in the Faſt being now weary of its miſeries,and blinded with its tears, 


expedts from the Weſt the moſt pure lights of the Goſpel. 


I confeſs theſe Gentlemen have been very dext'rous and fortunate in per- 
forming what has been given them 1n charge, and that the Church of Rome 
in general is very much obliged to them, but I find Mr. 4rza4 to be more 
fortunate than they : for it ſeems as it theſe perſons had foreſeen long be- 
fore, by a Propheticaf Spirit, the book Mr. 4rzand was to make, and there- 
fore would prepare him Materials, and furniſh him with this fine ColleCtion 
of Atteſtations and Teſtimonies. Who would ever have thought that theſe 
Gentlemen the Jcſuits ſhould paſs over the Seas and run to the tartheſt parts 
of the World to do Mr. 4rzaud honour ? Yet is it true, that they have been 
his Meſſengers, and a man would be apt to think, they went only into theſe 
Countrys upon his ACCOunt. 


NEITHER muſt we paſs over in ſilence the Seminaries, eſtabliſh'd 
in XRcme, and other places, for the bringing up of Greek Children, where- 
in they are taught on one hand the Rites and Ceremonies of the Greek 
Church, and on the other, the Doctrines and Opinions of the Church of 
Rome : tor leaving theſe Schools, they berake themlelves tothe Zaff, where 
it frequently happens they are called to the Exerciſe of, Eccleſiaſtical Fun- 
tions, and theſe are as ſo many of the Court of Romes Creatures, who 
endeavour to the utmoſt of their-power to eſtabliſh the Doctrines and Max- 
1ms of the./atizs. It 1s well known that during the Popedom of Gregory the 
X ITI,there was a Colledge founded at Rome ; to what end,we may be infor- 


med by Zo Allatius. The Colledge of the Greeks, ſay's he, was bailt in Gre- De Perp Conſi 
gory the thirteenth's time,to the end the Grecian Children miaht learn the Arts ©:3: ©2P+ 50 


and Sciences, which are not now to be found in Greece, and alſo be inſtruttc 
in the Catholick Religion, that they may afterwards communicate it to others, 
and eſpecially to them of their own Nation. And in the following Chapter, 
relating what means has been uſed to propagate the Roman Religion in 
Greece, {ince thoſe Countrys have been poſſeſſed by the Turks, he adds, 7hus 
thro a long ſeries of time has Religion made its progreſs in Greece. But at 
length Gregory the X 111, deſirous to quench the fire which waſted all Greece, 
and remedy its miſeries, has therefore cauſed to be built at Rome the Greek Church, 
which he Dedicated to St, Arhenafius. Fe bought likewiſe at the ſame time, 
the neighbouring Houſes, for Dwellings to entertain the Greek Schollirs which 
ſhould be brought over from Greece, being all the Children of Greeks, He gave 
likewiſe a conſiderable yearly Rewenne for their Maintenance ; tothe end that they 
being inſtrutted in the Greek and Zatin Tongues might ſerve as an Ornement 
and help to their diſtreſſed Country. Now this is not a matter needs proving, 
ſeeing this Church continues even to this day at Rowe, in the ſame uſe for 
which *twas intended. 


THE 
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THE Fruits gathered hence are not inconfiderable, for there has been 
5ndis now every day ſent, I know not how many perſons, full of Zeal for 
the Roman Church its Rites and Ceremonies, into the Eaſt, who ſpread- 
ing themſelves over all parts of it, and profeſling the Religion of the Schif- 
matical Greeks, and living in the ſame Communion with them, do not-fail 
to inſinuate the DoQrines of the Church of Rowe into their minds. Zev 
Alatins has made a Catalogue of theſe Perſons, which the curious may ſee, 
if they pleaſe, he has obſerv'd that ſeveral of them have been made Arch- 
biſhops, and a great number of others promoted to Epiſcopal Charges : 
ſome of them having been too zealous, occaſion'd the Greeks to rile up a- 
gainſt them; and others have been ſo ſuccesful in their Endeavours, that 
they gained the very Patriarchsof Conſtantinople themſelves. He mentions 
amongſt others one Zoſaphat Azales, who having finiſh'd his Studies in rhe 
Seminary, was ſent to Meſſene, a = of Pelopeneſus, to inſtruct the Monks 
of St.' Baſil who live there, and having been ſome time after made 
Papas, that is toſay, a Greek Prieſt, he went to Mount 4thos, and there fay's 
Allstins, he tanght the true Faith, Now itis to be obſerved, thatthis Mount 
Athos is the general Seminary of the whole Zaft, as Mr. frnagd tells us,it be- 
ing from thence the Religious do diſperſe themſelves over all Greece ; from 
this place they have their Patriarchs, Archbiſhops and Biſhops, ſo that 
to carry the Roman Religion to Mount Athos, it is to go to the ſource, 
which is a means to gain in a ſhort time all the Greeks. He mentions ano- 
ther, whom he calls /-»atius Mindon, who leaving the Seminary, return- 
ed into Greece, where he taught ſeveral years ; and from thence wentto 
Trebizonde which is a City on Pont Euxin, where as before he ſet himſelf to 
the inſftruQing of people, and that with ſuch ſaccefs, that he was taken by 
them for a Prophet ; And in fine, being ſent for by Raphael the Patriarch of 
Conſtantinople, to be Reftor of the Patriarchal Church at Pera, he endea- 
voured, ſay's he, with all bis power #0 advance the Intereſt of the Church of 
Rome. 


IT is in this Seminary wherein were brought up two Perſons who made 
a great noiſe in the World, to wit, Fohn Mathew Caryophilus Archbiſhop of 
Zconia, and Peter Arcudius ,, the firſt of theſe was ſent into Greece, but ha- 
ving not diſcreetly carried himſelf, was forc'd for his preſervation, to re- 
turn to Rome, where he ſet himſelf to writing againſt the Greeks : and the 
other was ſent into Poland, Lituania, Ruſſia and Muſcovia, where he employ- 
ed himſelf, according to his own relation for the ſpace of twenty years in the 


vr propagating of the Roman Faith. 
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”d ann. 1584 


POSSETTN the Jeſuit writing to Pope Gregory the 13th, touching 
the means to be uſed for the introducing of the DoQtrines of the Roman 
Church amongſt the '/Zoſcovits, he To highly eſteems Seminaries, that he 
adviſes him to ſettle one at Rome, for the Ruſſians, and another at Y:/nz in 
Zituania, where he ſay's, that the Jeſuits have likewiſe their Colledge in 
which there are many Schollars. He tells us in another place, that this 
Pope in effe founded ſeveral Seminaries for the Ruſſians in Zituania and 
other places. 


M. the Biſhop of Pamiez having told us in his Annals that Gregory found- 
ed a Seminary at Rome for the 2aronites, ſays farther, that the ſame == 
founde 
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AZ 


founded others for the Eaſtern and Northera' Countries as well at Rome as in 


the Provinces. 


AS to what remains we mult not imagine the Zurks, under whoſe Gos 
vernment the Greeks live, do hinder the Endeavours of the Zatins ; it was 
aever heard of, ſay's Fohn Cottovicus, that the Turks have been in any ſort ſe- 
vere againſt the Religious, who having finiſhed their Studies at Rome, and fa. 
ket Orders, returned into their own Countrys and were raiſed to Dignitties, nor 


that the Turkiſh Magiſtrate hath upon this account made them ſuffer the leaſt - 


Dammage. 1In effe(t provided they oppole not their Religion, they are rea- 
dy enough to connive at all other matters. LIhey tavour them that give 
*em moſt Money, and from thence 'tis we {ce on the Patriarchal See of Con- 
ſtantinople, Perſons who keep a good Correlpondency with the Court of 
Rome, or elſe ſuch who have been the Jeſuits Schollars, who feeing them- 
ſelves rais'd to this Dignity, do not fail to favour, as much as in them lies, 
this change fo long proſecuted : and *tis in this rank we mult place Rephaet, 
Neophytus, Timotheus, Cyrillus of Berrhea, and I know not how many 0- 
thers whom the Romaz Party has at divers times helped to the Patriarchate, 
and who in requital did them afterwards great Service. 


ALL this, me thinks, ſhews evidently that Mr. 4rzand has been very 
diſ-ingenuous in his whole proceeding, who concealing thele Zztrignes, 
confidently undertakes to convince us, of the Antiquity of the Roman Creed 
touching the Euchariſt, upon this Principle, that this ſame DoCtrine is held 
by other Chriſtian Churches, as if all the paſſages from Rome to Greece 
were ſo blocked up that theſe DoQtrines could never be tranſported thither, 
or asi f the Zatins had never attempted this. Had theſe People 
received theſe DofQtrines elſewhere, or invented them themſelves ; Mr. 
Arnaud would have ſome pretence for his Argument ; neither could we then 
m_ him with aſſerting things as we do now againſt the light of his own 
Conſcience : But ſeeing he knew well enough, the Z4t:z5 have been perpe- 
tually endeavouring to introduce their DoQrines in theſe Countrys, and con- 
ſtantly Iaboured at this, fince I know not how many Ages ; he therefore 
upon {uppoſal they have effeted this, comes and otters us the belief of theſe- 
People as an undoubted Proof of the Perpetuity of this Doarine, this is, to 
ſpeak modeſtly, ſuch a way of proceeding as will never be approved by 
juſt and reaſonable men. 


IT will perhaps be objeCted, that I do indeed here thew, That the Z4- 
tins endeavour'd to inſinuate their Religion in the Zaft ,z but that I do not 
make it particularly appear, they at any time endeavoured to introduce their 
Doarine of Tranſubſtantiation. To which I anſwer firſt, this is not nece[- 
ſary; for propoſing only to my {elf at preſent, to ſhew the Nullity of the 
Conſequence Mr. Arnaud pretends to draw in order to the proving of the 
Perpetuity of the Roman Creed, touching Tranſubſtantiation, in that he 
imagines the Eaſtern Churches hold the ſame, it ſuffices me to ſhew there- 
upon, That this Opinion might be communicated to them by the Zatirs 
themſelves,in their ſeveral attempts to introduce their Religion into the Eft, 
eſpecially conſidering that Tranſubſtantiation is one of the moſt important 
Dourines of it. And if Mr. Ar-aud would have his Proof ſubſiſt, he muſt 
ſet aſide all the time of theſe efforts we now mentioned, and betake himſelf 
only tothoſe Ages which preceded them. For unleſs he proves, that Tran- 
ſubſtantiation has been believed' in theſe Churches, before all theſe endea- 
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yours to bring them over to the Roman Faith, there is no Perſon endued 
with ſence, but will perceive how little ſtrength his Argument carries along 
with it, ſeeing he is ever lyable to be told, they have received it from the 
Latins, it not appearing amongſt them betore. 


BUT in the ſecond place, I will not have it ſtick here,to the end Mr. 4. 
aud may receive full fatisfaQtion touching this point. I ſay then, that in the 
Year 1627. Clement the Fourth intending to make his Advantage of that 
great Earneſtneſs Michael Paleologus ſhewed for the Reunion of his Church 
with the Roman (as it has been obſerved in the third Chap. of this Book) 
he thereupon ſent him a Confeſſion of Faith, which he would have receiv- 
ed by the Greeks, becauſe he found that which the Greeks ſent him,nor only 
deficient inſeveral things, but full of Errors, altho the Fryar A7norites then 
at Conſtantinople had accepted it. Now Amongſt other Articles inthis Con- 
feſſion there 1s one, which relates to the Euchariſt, and which runs thus in 
Latin. Sacramentum Fucharift.s ex azymo conficit eadem Romana Fceleſia,tenens 
+ docens quod in ipſo Sacramento panis vert tranſubſtantiatur in Corpus & inum 
in Senguinem Domini noſftri Jeſu Chriſti, which is to ſay, the Church of Rome 
Celebrates the Sacrament of the Euchariſt with unleavened Bread, Believing and 
Teaching that in this Sacrament the Bread is really tranſubſtantiated into the Box 
ay, and the Wine into th: Blood of our Lord Feſus Chriſt, He ſent afterwards 
Dominicains to Confirm this Confeſſion and procure its acceptance with 
the Greeks. 


IN the Year 1272, Gregory the Tenth ſent Fryar Minorites into Greece, 
to endeavour afreſh the ReduQtion of the Greeks, under the Authority of 
the ſame Michael! Paleologns, who refolved to finiſh this Aﬀair at any rate, 
and to whom he likewiſe recommended the ſame Confeſſion of Faith. 


IN the Year 1288. Pope Micho/as the Fourth fent Fryar 17:norites in- 
to Z/clavonia, to bring off theſe People from the Greek Religion to that of 
the Church of Rowe, he gave them Letters to King Uroſias, and Helena the 
Qyeen Mother ; and recoramended to *em the ſame Form of Doftrine, con. 
taining the Article of Tranſubſtantiation, to the end this might be the Rul 
of their inſtruCtions to the People. 


THE fame Pope ſent it likewiſe to three Biſhops in the Faff, who 
embraced his Communion, exhorting them to inſtruct the People accord- 
ing to the Doftrine contained therein, and at the ſame tzme he recommend- 
ed to them the Emiſſaries ſent into thoſe Countries, for the Converſion of 
the Greeks, Bulgarians, Valaquians, Syrians, Tberians, Alains, Rnſſizns, Faco- 
bites, Neſtorians, Georgians, Armenians, Indians ; whence it is eafie to con- 
jecture, that the Emiſſaries were likewiſe enjoyned to uſe this Formulary. 


IN the Year 1318. Pope /nnocent the twenty Second ſent this Confefſ 
on to the King of Armenia; And not only, ſay's Rynaldns, The Armenians 
which inhabited Cilicia, and Armenia embraced the DoiFrine of the Roman 
Church : but others alſo who being driven out of their Conntry by the Sarracens, 
had retired into Cherſoneſus Taurique. Zhey ſubmitted themſelves to the Ro- 
man Church, in the preſence of the Biſhop of Capha, who was a Zatin. The 
Pope, adds he, congratulated them, and ſhewed *em, that in the Divine Myſte- 
ries, the Subſtance of Bread is chanved into the Body and Blood of Chriſt, the 
Species remaining entire. 7/ - 
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IN the Year 1338. Bennet the Twelfth received Letters from the Mains, 1dcm 2d ann. 

who were a ſort of Chriſtians, that profeſſed the Greek Religion, and lived 53339477: 
under the Government of the 7artars. He return'd them an anſwer, and 
ſent the Confeſſion of Faith I already mention'd for their laſtru&ion. 
Rajnaldas referrs this Letter to the Year 1338. Butthere is an old Book Ilate- 
ly cited intitled 7he marvelous Hiſtory of the great Cham of Tartaria, which 
referrs this tothe Year 1328. The Article of Tranſubſtantiation is expreſly 
mentioned init. 


IN the Year 1366. Fohn Paleologns the Grecian Emperor deſigning to 14m ad ann, 
reunite himſelf tothe Church of Rowe, that he might be aſſiſted againſt the : ; 5.num.s, 
Turks, Pope Urbain the Fifth ſent him, as his Predeceſſors had done to M47- 

 chael this fame Confeſſion of Faith. | 


SO that here then the Zatins are not only enjoyned to propagate their 
Religion in general amongſt the Zſfter» Chriſtians, but particularly the 
Dodfrine of Tranſubſtantiation, and to the end it may not be faid this Con- 

+fFeſſion contains the other Points of the Chriſtian Faith, as well as that of the 
Subſtantial Converſion, it is to be obſerved, that it has two diſtinC parts : 
in the firſt of which the Articles of the Apoſtles Creed are explained, and 
in the other there are ſeveral particular points expreſly determined by the 
Church of Rome, propter diverſas Hereſes a quibuſdam ex ignorantia & ab 
aliis ex malitia introduttas, by reaſon of certain Hereſies introduc'd by the ig- 
norance of ſome , and Malice of others. Now tis under theſe la ints 
that the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation 1s contained ; which plainly | omg 
that this Doftrine was propoſed to them as lately defined by the Church 
of Rome, and of which thoſe People had at that time no certain Know- 


ledge. s b 


© UR: rnd then muſt ſeek elſewhere for Proofs whereon to ground 
his pretenſion touching the Antiquity of the Opinion in queſtion, and I 
will not ſtick to affirm, he muſt be an extraordinary,Pexſon 1t he can folidly 
acquit himſelf of what I have lay'd before him, and in all which I defie 
him to produce a falſe Quotation. He has been ſhewed five remarkable 
deceits whereby he has impoſed on the World, in concealing whatſoever 
was neceſſary to be known in order to a right underſtanding of this Con- 
troverſie, and in turning to a vain and unprofitable uſe whatſoever concludes 
direAly againſt him. He has been ſhewed the profound Ignorance where- 
in thele People have lay'n from the eleventh Century to this preſent, and 
the fond Superſtitions reigning amongſt them, which makes them very un- 
fit Judges of our Controverſie. He has been ſhewed the miſerable condi- 
tion of theſe Churches in reſpe&t of Temporals, and the Violences offered 
them by the Zatins to make them change their Religion. We- have repre- 
ſented him with the Perſecutions they ſuffered from their own Princes up- 
on- this account z We have obſerved all theſe Countries ore-ſpread with 
Monks and Emiſſaries, time out of mind, and that without interruption 
to this day ; We have repreſented him with a particular account of what 
the Emiſſaries do, and what the Seminaries contribute towards the making X 
them receive the Roman Faith. And in fine, we have ſhewed him, that 
one of their chiefeſt cares for theſe People was to make them learn the 
Myſtery of the Subſtantial Converſion. Now after this, whether they do 
lieve it, or not, it is an indifferent matter in reſpe& of the main 
P 2 
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of our Controverlie. So that it only now lies upon me to vindicate my 
own particular Reputation ; that is to ſay, whether I have rightly or no 
affirmed that they do not believe it, and which I ſhall demonſtrate by God's 
Aſſiſtance in the following parts of this Work, and that in {uch a manner 
as Idoubt not but will ſatishie all reaſonable Perſons. 


Cnae. 1. 
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W herein is ſhewn that the Greek Schiſmatical Church 
| fo called holds not Tranſubſtantiation. 
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The Quetion Ftated, and M. Arnaud's ſixth Deceit manifefted. 


T may be remembred, that at the beginning of this Diſpute touch- 
ing the Schiſmatical Churches, I undertook to prove the truth of 
of theſe three Propoſitions. Firſt, that when Mr. Arnaud ſhall 
prove what he pretends concerning theſe Churches, ſince the ele- 
venth Century to this preſent, yet will it not thence follow that the 
DoQtrine of the Roman Church, touching the Euchariſt has been 

perpetual in the Chriſtian Religion, or the change in queſtion impoſlible,or 
that it hath not aQtually hapned. Secondly, That the true Greek Church and o0- 
thers which the Zatirs call Schilmaticks, never reckoned Tranſubſtantiarion 
amongſt the Articles of their Belief, nor the ' Adoration of the Euchariſt a- 
mongſt their Rites and Ceremonies. Thirdly, That whatſoever Mr. 4-14ud 
has offered to prove the Afﬀrmative,is void and ineffeRual, and that even the 
greateſt part of his Proofs conclude the coritrary of that which he pretends. 
I have already made good the firſt of theſe Propoſitions in” the preceding 
Book,and ſhall in this inquire into the belief of the Greeks. from the ele- 
venth Century to this preſent ; that I may thereby accommodate my ſelf 
to Mr. Arnaud's Method. And as tothe other Greek Churches, 1 ſhall treat 
of them in my fifth Book. But it is firſt neceſſary tolay down the true State 
of the Queſtion, to the end, that what we undertake may be the better un- 
derſtood, and Mr. Ar»4aud's Deceit more plainly detefted. Who continually 
wanders from the point indiſpute, ſuppoſing impoſſibilities, proving imper- 
tinencies and confounding what ought to be diſtinguiſhed. 


W E muſt know then there are two ſorts of Greeks, the one reunited to 
the Church of Rome, who acknowledge the Popes Jurifdidtion, 2nd receive 
the Decrees of the Florentize Council, living in Peace with the Z.ar51s ; 
The other acknowledge only their own Patriarchs, having their Communion 
apart, and ſeparate from the Zatins. And this I ſuppoſe Mr. Arnznd or his 
Friends will not deny, ſceing that in their Obſervations on the Requeſt of M. 
the Archbiſhop of 4-:br» they have themſelves made this diftintion of the 
Greek Catholick Church,and the Greek Schiſmatical one. It is needleſs to alledge 
other Proofs touching a matterof Fat fo well known. In effe& the Endea- 
vours of the Zatins to ſubject the Greeks to themſelves have not been wholly 
fruitleſs, for beſides that in Greece it ſelf and other Patriarchates, they have. 

; | acquired 
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acquired a great number of Perſons and intire Families, belides this I ſay, 
there are whole Nations which obſerve the Decrees of the Council 'of Flo- 
rence, and live under the JurifdiCtion of the'See of Rome, who yet ſtill ob- 
ſ>rve the Rites and Cuſtoms of the Greeks, We may place in this rank all 
the Greeks in /taly, Rome, Yenice, Tuſcany, the Kingdoms of Sicily and 
Naples , 'which are called Zralian Greeks, we may alſo bring under 
this Rank a great part of them who live under the Government 
-of the Yenetians. For Allatius teſtifies, that not only all theſe do ob- 
ſerve the ſame Ceremonies as them of the Zaſt, but that the Pope likewiſe 
obliges them to an Obſervance of them, and therefore maintains a Greek Bi- 
ſhop to confer Orders according to the Greek Mode, to hinder em from re- 
ceiving them in the Zaft, from the hands of Schiſmaticks We muſt 
likewiſe comprehend the Ryfiars which inhabit black Ruſſia, and Podolia, 
under the Government of the King of Poland ; who ſubmitted themſelves to 
the Church of Rome towards the end of the laſt Century. Arcudius com- 
Arcud. Epi. mends Sigiſmond the Third, for that he did not only ſollicite but in a manner 
ad Sigiſmond. conſtrain them to make this Union, «t ad Romanam, ſays he, hoc eft veram 
Det Ecilefiam ſe adjunzerent excitaſts ac pene dixerim impuliſti, Our Queſtion 
does not concern them, their Submiſſion ro the Romaz See evidently excludes 
them from this Diſpute, I expreſly excepted them, when I denyed that the 
Greeks and other Chriſtians held Tranſubſtantiation, and Adored the Sacra- 
ment,having ſaid-in plain terms, except thoſe that ſubmit themſelves to the Pope. 


Anſwer tothe SECONDLY, We muſt remember that one of the chief Advantages 
- fee ap wh the Church of Rowe makes of theſe forementioned Seminaries, and Emilla. 
end. ries in Greece, is the gaining of Proſelytes and inftruQting young People im its 
Dodrines, to uſe them afterwards for the, Converfion of others, as I fhew- 

edin the preceding Book. Now My, Arnaud cannot in reaſon bring theſe 

ſort of People into the reckoning, and Ithink it will not be taken ill, If 1 ſe- 

parate them from the reſt, for in effeQt the Abuſe would be too groſs to pre- 

tead to determine this Queſtion touching the Greek Church, by the Teſti- 

mony of Converts, or Perſons brought up from their Infancy amongſt the 

Jeſuits and other-Religious Orders and Latin DoCtors, who inſtructed them 

intheir DoQrines ; and I have already ſhewn, that the number of theſe is 

not ſmall, and latins himſelf aſſures us of it. 7he Greeks, fay's he, that 

Alt.de p*rp. reverence the Pope and receive his Decrees as Oracles are more in number than we 
.- cy 3' imagine, and were they not with-held by the fear of a moſt cruel Tyrant, and that 
"In, of the Calumnies and Accuſations of ſome wicked People, we ſhould ſee every 
day, them who poſſeſs the greateſt Dignities amongſt the Greeks, come and pro- 

ſtrate themſelves at the Popes Foot-ſtool. This is the Fruit of the Mifions 


and Seminaries. 


IN the third place, the Queſtion is not here, whether the Greeks have 
thelame Opinion with us concerning the Sacrament ? This is Mr. Arzauds 
continual device to diſpute on this Principle, to wit, that I affirm the Greeks 

Lib.:.C.xz: tobe of the ſame Opinion with us. As for example, he takes a great deal 
of pains to ſhew that ris not likely we-would make uſe of Futhymins his 

| words to inſtruQt a man in our Dottrine, and that Futhymins has not taken 
Lib. :.C.13- the term £/,in our Saviour's words,7Þ1s is my Body,in the ſence of Significat. 
ib. 2, C.rg, He likewiſe takes a great deal of pains to prove that Nicholas Methonienfis 
was not a;Herengarien and one that believed the Bread was the Figure of our 

Saviour's Body,that the Profeſſion of Faith which the Saracens were cauſed to 

make when they embraced theChriſtian Religion, was not in ſuch terms as to 

| make 
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IN the fourth place, our Diſpute hitherto has not been concerning the rea/ 
Preſence, as Mr. Arnaud {uppoles, but only on the Subject of Tranſubſtan- 
tiation, and the Adoration thereon appendant ; ſo that he has dealt'very 
diſ-ingeniouſly, in making the W orld believe that our debate reached tothe 


Real Preſence : Our Queſtion, ſay's he, is concerning the belief of all theſe Lb. 2. C. 3; 


Setts and People touching Tranſubſtantiation and the Real Preſence. "Tis yet 
more abſurdly he complains that contrary to the intention of the Author 
of the Perpetarty, Thave turned the Queſtion upon Tranſubſtantiation. /Vor- 
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Treas of ſay's he, that the Author of the Perpetuity has only in his firſt yz 


Treatiſe diſcourſed of the Real preſence, and contented himſelf with maintain- 
ing that this Dottrine was recerved by all theſe Schiſmatical Churches , yet My. 
Claude has continually turn'd the Queſtion upon Tranſubſtantiation, which was 


not the point preciſely in queſtion. But in fine, *tis the effe& of a molt unwarran- Zi. :. C.ro; 


table Liberty to write,that he knows not whether the boldneſs of a man can proceed 
ts that point where mine muſt needs be,in maintaining to the end that the Real Pre- 
ſence and Tranſubſtantiation are Doftrines unknown to the Greek Church. And 1 
. dareto affirm that his cannot be greater than it is,for *cis certain, that here the 

Queſtion only concerns Tranſubſtantiation and the Adoration,and not the Re- 
al Preſence,concerning which 1 have not yet ſaid any thing. 1. Let Mr. 4rnaud 
read the laſt Seton of my firſt Anſwer,and he will find preciſely theſe words 
T affirm that Tranſubſtantiation and the Adoration of the Sacrament, are two 
things unknown to all the Yorld, the Roman Church excepted , for neither the 
Greeks, zor the Armenians, Ruſſians, Jacobites, Ethiopians, mor iz gerera! 
any Chriſtians but them who have ſubmitted themſelves to the Pope, do believe 
any thing touching theſe two Articles, 2. Let the paſſages of my ſecond An- 
wer be peruſed where I handle again the ſame Queſtion,and it will be found 
that they only concera Tranſubſtantiation, there being no mention therein 
of the Real Preſence. 3. I deſire the Reader to peruſe the laſt Chapter of 


the ſecond Treatiſe of the Perperuity, and he will find it contains theſe words 
for 
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for its Title. That all the Sedts foes from the Church of Rome are at 
Y 


accord with her, in the point of Tranſubſtantiation, and eſpecially the Greeks, 
He will 6nd likewiſe that inthe body of the Chapter there is not a word of 
the Real Preſence. 


THERE is nobody then but Mr: 4rzaud, who has thought of bringing, 
it into our debate,and this without any other reaſon bur that he will have ir fo, 
maugre us, imagining he ſhall be able to ſave himſelf by the Ambiguity of 
the term of Real Preſence. For as to what he tells us, that the Author of 
the Perpetuity ſpeaks only in his firſt Treatiſe of the Real Preſence, and con- 
tents himſelf with aſſerting That this DoQtrine was received by all the Schiſ- 
matical Churches, Iam ſorry I muſt tell him that I know not any man that 
writes things on ſuch {light grounds as he does 3 nor 1o ealily expoſes his Re- 
putation in aſſerting matters of FaC&t, of whole untruth he 1s Iyable to be 
convinced by every one that can read. For not to go farther we need but 
read, to find in the fourteenth Page of the firſt Treatiſe, that the Author 
propoſes to himſelf, to make any man confeſs who is not extreamly obſlinate by 
the evidence of truth it ſelf, that the belief of the Church of Rome touching 
this Myſtery is the ſame with that of all Antiquity. Now every body knows that 
the belief of the Church of Rome reaches as far as Tranſubſtantiation. We 
need but read moreover for this purpoſe the eighteenth and nineteenth Pa- 
ges of the firſt Treatiſe, wherein the Author of the Perpet»ity being deſt- 
Tous to ſhew us the univerſality of the DoEtrine of the Church of Rome, 
tells us, that Lanfranc having explained the Catholick Dottrine in theſe terms x 
Fe believe the _ Subſtances of Bread and Wine being divinely Saniti- 
fied on our Lord's Table by the Miniſtry of the Prieſts, are CHANGED by 
* the ineffable Operation, wonderful aud incomprehenſible Power of God into 
© the Eſſence of the Body of our Lord, adds farther, Behold here the Faith 
* which the Church diſperſed throughout the whole World, which js called Catho- 
« lick, has held in all Apes and does at this time hola, and that he confidently re- 
« peats this in the twenty ſecond Chapter, and preſſes Berengarius to inform 
*« himſelf of the Sentiments of all the Chriſtians in the J/orld in the Eaſt and 
* Weſt. 4k the Greeks, Armenians,azd generally all Chriſtians of what Nation 
ſoever, and they will all of them tell you they hold the ſame Faith which we profeſs. 
We need but only read to be ſatisfied that the Author of the Perperuzty pro- 
duces afterwards the Teſtimony of Gaitmond in the ſame Sence, and for the 
ſame end he cited that of Zarfranc, to wit, to prove that the Greeks and 0- 
ther Schiſmaticks do believe Tranſubſtantiation, and that in the twenty ſe- 
cond Page he makes this remark, 7hat Guitmond does not only apply what he 
ſay's to the Opinion which is contrary to the Real Preſence, but likewiſe to the 
Dofrine of the impanation which is that of the Zutherans, which clearly 
ſhews us, that this Teſtimony of Guitmond reſpeRs not only the Real Pre- 
ſence, but likewiſe Tranſubſtantiation. In fine, to be aſcertained in this 
matter we need but read what the Author of the Perpernity immediately 
adds in his twenty third Page, after he had alledged that paſſage of Guit- 
mond : All the Books of the Schiſmatical Greeks, ſay's he, which hawe come to 
our hands ſince that time, do clearly teſtifie they held the ſume Opinions as 
the Church of Rome, touchins the Fuchariſt, After this Mr. r- 
aud comes and tells us, that although the Author of the Perpetuity ſpeaks 
only in his firſt Treatiſe of the Real Preſence, and contents himſelf with aſſert- 
ing that this Dottrinewas held by all theſe Schiſmatical Churches, Yet Mr. Claude 
Furns aſide the Queſtion upon Tranſubſtantion, which Point this Author does not 
preciſely Treat of. What means then [ pray theſe Quotations out of Zarfranc 

and 
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and Guitmond which he has expreſly produc'd to ſhew that Tranſubſtantiation 
was believed by the whole World, both by the Greeks and Armenians, and 
generally by all Chriſtians? Certainly Mr. -4-»aud does himſelf. an irrepara- 
ble Injury thus to maintain things withour conſulting and examining them, 
flattering himſelf with the hopes of being believed upon his own bare word. 
That which has deceiv'd him without doubt has been this : That he has ob- 
ſerved in the Treatiſe of the Perpetuity, that the Author having produced 
his Argument touching the Schiſmatical Churches in the manneralready men- 
tion'd, that is to ſay politively, in reference to Tranſubſtantiation, paſſing, 
afterwards to the propoſing of ſome Arguments ; by which he pretends to 
ſhew that the Myſtery of the Euchariſt is diſtintly known by all the Faith- 
ful, and that an inſenſible change is a rhing impoſſible, he reſtrains himſelf 
to the Real Preſence, but there is a difference betwixt theſe two points, 
and Mr. Arnaud ought to have conſidered this a little better. I ſay then,thart 
in this Diſpute of the Greeks and other Chriſtians ſeparated from the Roman 
Church, the queſtion concerns Tranſubſtantiation, and not the Real Pre- 
ſence, as well tor that the Author of rhe Perpernuity has expreſly mentioned 
Tranſubſtantiation in his firſt Treatiſe as I come now from obſerving, and 
foras much as I plainly kept my ſelf in my firſt Anſwer to this DoEtrine a- 
lone, and that of the Adoration, whereupon it follows that the Debate has 
been preciſely continued on theſe two Articles. Yet do I here declare, to 
avoid all Miſtakes, that altho our debate at preſent is not concerning the Re- 
Ul Preſence, yet do I not yield tothe drawing of this conſequence from hence, 
that I acknowledge this Dottrine is believed in the Greek Church, in the 
{ame Sence as the Zatizs underſtand it. This is not my. Opinion, and I ſhall 
ſay nomore of it, butthat this point is not the Subject of our preſent debate. 
It will appear perhaps in the following parts of this Diſcourſe, what ought 
to be believed touching this matter, it not being needful for this to alter the 
State of our queſtion. 


BUT beſides the Obſervations I now made, we muſt likewiſe obſerve, 
that ir does not concern us to know whether the Greeks doexpreſly reject Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, or whether they have made ita point of Controverſie betwixt 
them and the Zatins,but the queſtion here is whether they do poſitively believe 
it or no. For there is a great deal of difference between Peoples abſolute reje&t- 
ing of a Dodrine,that is to ſay,the making thereof a point of debate,and the 
not receiving and reckoning it amongſt the Articles' of their Fairh. Our 
debate concerns only this hf, I mean whether the Greek Church as it ſtands 
ſeparate from the Zain profeſſes the DoQtine of the Subſtantial Converſion, 
or not: This is the true ſtate of the queſtion. Mr. aud maintains the affir- 
mative, and I the negative, ſo that we muſt ſee now who has the reaſon and 
truth on his ſide. Yet let me tell him, that deſigning rhroly to handle this 
Subje&, he ought to have laid down all theſe diſfnAons and leave the Rea- 
der at his own liberty to judge of them. But inſtead of this, there is never 
a one of theſe Articles which I now mention'd that he has not manifeſtly per- 
verted. 1. He makes advantage of all thoſe Parties which have been made 
from time to time,cither by the Violence and Authority ofrhe Greek Emperors, 
or by the Intrigues of the Zatins for the Re-union of the two Churches, 2. 
He makes uſe of the Teſtimony of Perſons won to the Romar Intereſt, ſuch 
as Emanuel Calecas, Beſſarion, Fohn Pluſiadenus, Gennudius Scholarius, Baro- 
nius Spatarius, Payſins, Ligaridius, all of *em Perſons manifefly engaged in 
the Opinions of the Church of Rowe, as ſhall be ſhewed him. in the Sequel 
of this debate. 3. He ſets himſelf upon proving to no. purpoſe, that ar 
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Greeks do not believe as we do the Sacrament to be a Figure or Repreſenta- 
tion, and that they are not Berengarians. 4. He maintains that the Point 
in queſtion is to know whether they believe the Real Preſence, and that 
the Diſpute turns eſpecially en this hinge. 5. He ſer himſelf to ſhew that 
the Greeks never made Tranſubſtantiation a point of Controverſie with the 
Zatins. Now all this is no more than a general Illuſion, which alters the 


ſtate of the Queſtion. 


— 


CHANT TIH 


The firſt Preof taken from the Greeks refuſing to uſe the Term 
of Tranſubſtantiation. The ſecond from their not expreſly 
teaching the Conver ſton of Subſtances Mr. Arnaud's ſeventh 


Deluſun. - 


Tranſubſtantiation, when they explain their belief touching the 

Euchariſt. And this Arcudius himſelf (who cannot be ſulpeQed 

by the Roman Church, ſeeing he is a Perſon devoted to its In- 

. tereſts) is forc'd to confeſs in the ſame place,where he would perlwade us, 

that the Greeks believe the Converſion of Subſtances. 7» the Sacrament of the 

<Arcud, lib,z. Euchariſt , fay*s he, the Greeks acknowledge, embrace and believe, with a firm 

de Sacr. Euch. Faith, veram prevdom, 4 real Tranſubſtantiation, as it appears by the Teſti- 

Cap. 2. mony of the ancient Greek Fathers of all Ages, and lately by that of Jeremias the 

Patriarch of Conftantinople,in the tenth Chapter of his Cenſure of the Tuthe- 

rans. So far he agrees with Mr. 4rnand,but what follows does not well accord 

with what he {aid before, 4nd altho they uſe not this Termyyet have they invented 

others, by which they explain themſelves as fully as cam be deſired. Dicunt enins 

METoxfedkMecdud , #, METKEINNV, purTamTIIIHU , # pA ooo po feriver, Kolb mr 

T&f-00V, jWAlegeviuilav, MEATROXEVH(v, pAiagoirasy THdwav, Kt, THNESY , pAſevetiv, 

aliaque id genus, we ſhall by what follows whether he has reaſon to ſay thele 

Terms ſignifie and expreſs areal Tranſubſtantiation, it ſuffices me at preſent 

to repreſent what he acknowledges, That they uſe not the Term of Tranſub- 

ſtantiation. This juſtifies it ſelf by the Teſtimony of Payſius Lig aridius,a real 

_ Falſe Greek whom Mr. /4rnand produces with ſo great oftentation, and that 

which ſhall be- conſidered in its place z vox eterim, fay's he, memvolans, 

tranſubſtantiatio tametſi nova quodarmmodo videatur, & a pluribus non libenter 

ut recens ſuſcipiatur licet wibilominus, &c. This Term of Tranſubſtantiation 

| altho it ſeems in ſome ſort new, and that ſeveral by reaſon of its novelty do not 

willingly receive it, &c. Theſe ſeveral he ſpeaks of are all the true Greeks; 

which is to fay, all them which are not as Payſivs, who holds intelligence 
with the Zatins. 


; "Av IgM 
+ T might likewiſe here profiuce the Teſtimony of Mr. Baffre Arch-Deacon 
of Northumberland, and Chaplain to his Majeſty of Great Britain, a wor- 
thy Perſon, exquiſitely Learned, exemplary for his Virtue,. and well _ 
x c 
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ſed in Languages,who has not only voyaged into Greece and other Zaſtery Parts, 
but has lived there a conſiderable time, and publickly Preached in the Greet 
Churches. For in one of his Letters he ſent me, and out of which I 
ſhall produce hereafter ſome Articles, he aſſures me he has carefully read 
ſeveral publick Writings of the Greeks, as their Symbols, Confeſſions, and * 
Catechiſms, to ſee whether he could find the Term of Tranſubſtantiation in 
them, which he could not find inany of them. He farther adds,rhat one of 
theſe falſe Greeks which the Zatins make ule of for the propogaring of their 
Do&rines in theſe Countries, having compiled a Catechiſm, wherein he 
had inſerted the Term of Tranſubſtantiation, he was cenſured for it by the 
true Greeks, But all theſe Teſtimonies are not neceſſary, ſeeing we may 
rcad a great many of theſe authentick Pieces of the Greeks, as their Canons 
collefted by Balſamon, Zonaras, and ſeveral others, part of their Liturgies 
inſerted in the Library bf the Fathers, their Zuchology given us by Fames 
Goar a Dominicain, their Pontificia publiſhed by Mr. Haber: Biſhop of a» 
bres, the Confeſſion of Faith which their Prelats make at the time of their 
Ordination, the Zypick, that is to ſay, the Book that regulates every days 
Office, with their Feſtivals, Faſts and Solemnities, their Anthology which 
particularly contains the Offices for Feſtivals, their Horologies conliſting 
of daily Prayers and many other Eccleſiaſtical Books, a great number of 
which we find in the diſſertation Zeo Allatins wrote on this Subject. Mr. 
Arnaud who has made an exatt ſearch by himſelf and Friends, cannot pro- 
duce one paſſage that bears the expreſſion of Tranſubſtantiation, which in 
my judgment is an evident token that *tis not in them. We may ſee like- 
wile the Books of their moſt approved Authors, as of Zobn Damaſcene, Ni- 
cephorus the Patriarch. of Conſtantinople, Photius, Theophilatt, Ozcumenins, 
Zonaras, Germain, Balſamon, Nicetas Choniatus, Cabiſilas, Marc of Epheſus, 
Feremias the Patriarch, Metrophanus, and as many others whoſe works are 
extant,in which we find no ſuch exprefſion as anſwers that of Tranſubſtan- 
tiation. Neither can it be ſaid, that thys exprefſion being new and found out 
but ſince the Conteſt with Berengarins, the Greeks have therefore no 
fach word in their Language whereby perfeQly to expreſs this, ſeeing they 
have the term wdzolwns, which ſignifies properly 7ranſnbſtantiation. We 
have already ſeen that rcudins, and Payſius Ligaridins, have obſerved it, 
1n effeCt the Latinis'd Greeks do commonly ule it, and it was ever inſerted 
in the Formulary of Abjuration, which the Greeks make, when they em- 
brace the Romiſh Religion, as I ſhall make it appear hereafter. And Mr. 
Arnaug himſelf has been forced to acknowledge, this word p#zoioge, is not | ;; 264 
that which the Greeks ordinarily uſe whereby to explain Tranſubſtantiation, He pag. .3:. 
ſhould have ſaid they uſed it not in the explication of their Creed. Moreo- 
ver he needed not inſert the word, Ordinarily, for *tis certain they do nei- 
ther ule it ordinarily nor extraordinarily. 


BUT it may be perhaps replyed,It does not follow that they do not believe 
with the Ztizs the DoCtrine repreſented under this Term, altho they uſe 
not the Term it ſelf. I anſwer firſt, that if we luppoſe the Greeks ever held 
this Opinion,as Mr. Frnaud would perſwade us, there could not be any reaſon 
given why the word w#zcicn; has not been found all this while in uſe amongſt 
their Authors,and ſo much the more becauſe we find that of s5viang & sndw jn 
them. For the Zatizs who had not wreommon uſe either the Term of Sub/tar- 
Hatio, nor Subſtantiare, have therefore invented and admirted' of that of 
Tranſubitantiatio, and Ay as molt proper to expreſs their con- 
Ceptions on that SubjeCt, ſo that this very conſideration, That we find not 
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theſe kind of expreſſions in the Writings of the Grecks, is a kind of proof 
that they believed not the thing ſignified by them. Moreover , the Zatins 
having Invented the Term of Tranſubſtantiation ; how comes it to paſs the 
Greeks have not all this while, following their example uſcd that of atſzoluac, 
to keep up this perfect Conformity with the Church of Rome, which Mr. 
Arnaud has all along ſuppeſed ? How comes it to pals that when this Greek 
word has been known to *em , andeventhe Latins themſclves have taught 
it them, yet they would not admit of it ? andI pray, what ill conveniencies 
could they apprehend thereby , if they in effeQ believed the converſion of 
the Subſtances ? It cannot appear ſtrange to us , that there were herctofore 
Perſons of ſound Judgments, who i{crupled to admit the term of Fypoſtaſis, 
becauſe thatin effeft ignorant people would take thence occaſion to imagine, 
there were feveral Divinities ; but there can be nothing like this alleadged in 
reſpe&t of 7raxſubſtantiation , for there is no danger of giving .this an ex- 
ceſlive ſence, beyond what ought to be believed, ſuppoling we admit the Sub- 
ſtantial converſion. There is rather on the contrary, a kind of neceſlity to 
make uſe of it, becauſe it expreſſes better than any other this kind of conver- 
ſion,and the Terms, win, uilamiyns, uilum 24ioCs, being general expreſ{- 
ſions are conſequently defeQive, and ſuffer a man to deny the change in que- 
ftion, and fall into Hereſie ; which is as much the Greeks intereſt as the La- 
tins to prevent, if it were ſo they had the ſame Sentiments in this Subje& 
with them, as Mr. Arnaud aſſures us they have. He mightily beſtirs him- 
felf with his Arguments , or rather Declamations on that the Greeks have 
never quarrelled about this DoArine, and finds it ftrang? ſuppoſing they 
were of a contrary belief to the Zatins. But let him then tell us, wherefore 
they ſo obſtinately refuſed to uſe the word wileoivns, 7ranſubſtantiation,and 
would never expreſs themſelves.on this Myftery in the ſame form as the 
Church of Rome , for I find this far more ftrange, ſuppoſing they hold in 
the main the ſame DoQtrine with her. It cannot be alledged that their igno+ 
Trance has hind'red them from finding ſo proper a Term;for it has been made 
totheir hands , or that they feared thereby to offend their Emperours, ſee- 
ing they were deeply engaged to favour the Church of Rome, or feared there- 
by to incur a greater hatred from the Zatins , ſeeing they could not do *tm a 
greater pleaſure, 


, HOW comes it then to pals , they never uſed it , but on the contrary, 
when the Zetins in theſe forc'd and interefled Unions I mentioned in the pre- 
ceding Book , have propoſed to them the Article of the Euchariſt under the 
Term of 7ranſubſtantiatur, the Bread is tranſubſtantiated, they kept to their 
general expreſſions, ſaying, only adxcuMila, the Bread is changed, as I ſhall 
hereafter make appear? Is not this an evident Teſtimony they would not 
_— a DoQtrine unknown to their Church, and which they regarded as a 
ovelty ? 


T HIS firſt Proof ſhall be upheld by a ſecond of no leſs ſtrength than the 
former. Being taken from that the Greeks in the explicating of their belief on 
the Euchariſt,not only do not uſe the Term of 7r4a»ſub/tantiation, but whatloe- 
ver Terms they make uſe of, they fignifie not any thing which exprefly bears 
the real converſion of the Subſtance Bread of and Wine intothat of the Body 
and Blood of Jeſus Chrift. When Pope Gregory, towaszds the end of the Ele- 
venth Century was minded to ſhew what his belief was on- this Subjeft ; he 
did not indeed uſe the Term.of 77aſub/tantiation,becauſe *twas not then found 
out, but explained himſelf in ſuch a manner as was ſufficiently clear and 

intelligible. 
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intelligible. 7he Bread and Hine, ſay's he,on the Altar are changed ſubſtanti- Ar Arnaud 
ally by virtue of the myſtical and ſacred Oriſon, and words of our Redeemer, in- _ >, 8. 
fo the truegproper,and lively Fleſh,and real,proper,and lively Blood of Feſus Chriſt 

our Lord,and after the conſecration'tis the true Body of Feſus Chriſt, born of the 

Virgin Mary, and the real Blood which ran down hit ſidegnot only in 4 ſigh, and by 

vertue of a Sacrament, but by propriety of nature, and reality of ſubſtance. 


WHEN Zzncent the Third would have this ſame belief known in the 
Council of Latran, he clearly explain'd himſelf, . and made uſe even of the 
very Term of Tranſubſtantiation. 1n the Sacrament of the Altar, ſaith he, the Cmcil. Lat: 
Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt are really contained nuder the Species of Bread Jub Innoc. 3. 
and Wine, the Bread being tranſubſtantiated into the Body,and the Wine into the © © 
bload, by the divine power. In the ſame manner was 1t in the Council of Zrent, 
which expreſly declared their belief , and what they would have others be- 
lieve likewiſe. 7here is made, ſay they, by the conſecration, aconverſion of the $:\ r;.cap.4i 
whole Subſtance of Bread into the Subſtance of the Body of our Lord Feſus Chriſt, 
and of the whole Subſtance of the Wine intothe Subſtance of his Blood , which 
converſions rightly and properly called Tranſubſtantiation. 


AND thus ſpeak the Doftors of the Church of Rome, and thus in effet 
they ought to expreſs themſelves for the forming the 1des of this DoQrine. 
But *tis otherwiſe with the Greeks : for beſides what I ſaid, that they uſe not 
the Term of wtſzdans, but reject it, it will not be found they uſe any expreſ- 
ſions which come near them of the Church of Rowe , or mention any thing 
relating to a ſubſtantial converſion,or preſence of ſubtance under the accidents 
of Bread and Wine, or change of one ſubſtance intoatother, which is what 
ought tobe ſaid, to ſhew they believed Tranſubſtantiation. We ſee nor any 
thing of this kind appear in the Cannons of their Councils, Confeffions of 
Faith, or Liturgies, Books of Devotions, or any of their Writings, whether 
publiſhed by their Modern or Ancient Divines, and certainly tis very ſtrange 
theſe people ſhould believe Tranſubſtantiation , and yet at the ſame time not 
ſomuch as declare in expreſs Terms this their belief. For beſides, that theſe 
Terms are but few and eafie tobe found out ; there being nothing more eaſic 
to a man who believes the Subſtantial converſion, than tofay , the Bread is 
ſrbſtantially converted into the Body of Feſus Chriſt, or the ſubſtance of Bread is 
really changed into the ſubſtance of Chriſt”s Body , in ſuth a manner that the 
former ſubſtance remains no mote. Beſides this, I ſay, they have in the Greek 
Language words which anſwer exaCtly the expreſſions of the Latins on this 
fubje, and upon this account they would be inexcuſadle , expreſſing them- 
{elves as they hs differently from the Church of Rome, were their belief the 
fame with hers. 


YET is it evident , that the expreſſions of the Greeks are no ways like 
thoſe of the Zatizs , and there needs only the comparing of the one with 
the other to diſcern the difference. Compare for Example the confeflton of 
Gregory the Seventh , with what Mr. 4r»aud tells us concerning Nicer xs Pe- 
Goratus and Theophilatt, Compare the Diſcourſes of Hrbsin the Second in 
the Conncil of Plaiſance , of Tnnocent the Third itt the Conncil of Latran, of 
Thomas Aquinas, and all the Schook-men, and in ſhort of the Council of rear, 
with what he alledgeth out of Futhymius, Nicholas Methontenſis, Zonaras, 
Nicetas Choniatus , Cabaſilas and Feremias; and you't find on the one hand 
the converſion of the Subſtances clearly and plainlyexprefied,and'on the other 
no- ſuch thing, 

1 haye 
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I have already mentioned Mr. Bafire an Engliſh Divine , who had a-par- 

ticular Commerce with the Greeks , and during the time he was amongſt 
them carefully applied himſelf to the reading of their Books ; obſerve here 
then what he wrote me from Durham Decemb. 6. 1668. Dico 3. in ſpecie 
Fecleſlam Grecam , Tranſubſtantiationem nullibi aſſerere , neque voce, neque re. 
De publicis initrumentis, puta Symbolis, confeſſionibus, catechiſmis,Cc. intelligi 
wolo ; quorum plurima pervolvi ad indaginem, neque in eorum vel unico , 
prizna Cw wvois, nt & ret ipſins , priſcis patribus Grecis prorſus iznote, vel 
ola vel veſtigium. Privatos eorum Doftores nil moror, quoniam non ſum neſci- 
us quemdam ipſorum pſendo-Grecorum hieromonachum in Ju cathecheſin quans 
mihi videre licuit Conſtantinopoli ,' illam vocem vis C1wCwwe intruſiſſe, qui 
vel ideo verorum Grecorum cenſuram haud efſugit : The Greek Church does no 
where teach Tranſubſtantiation. 1 mean in their publick Symbols , confeſſions 
' and catechifms, &c. ſeveral of which 7 have upon this account carefully peruſed, 
but could not find in any of them the leaſt trace either of this Term of Tranſub+ 
ftantiation, or the thing it ſelf ſiznifi'd thereby, which Dottrine was altogether un- 
kzown to the Greek Fathers. 7 matter not ſome private Dottors among ſt thens, 
for 1 know that a certain Monk , of the number of theſe falſe Greeks , had ſe- 
cretly inſerted the Term of jisdons Tranſubſtantiation in his Catechiſm, which 
7 ſaw at Conſtantinople , but he was ſeverely checkt for it by the true Greeks, 
It will be perhaps replied , that Mr. Baffre 1s a Proteſtant, and conſequently 
to be ſuſpe&ed in this caſe ; but beſides that he is a perſon deſervedlyho- 
noured for his integrity, and whoſe teſtimony cannot be queſtion'd without 
the higheſt injuſtice, and moreover a Divine , and therefore not likely to 
miſtake in things relating to his own Profeſſion , being a perſon of great 
Learning, and one that dwelt long in thoſe Parts, and had not only the curi- 
olity, but likewiſe the means and opporrunities to inform himſelf exaMly'in 
the truth of what he relates ; beſides this, I ſay, Mr. 4raaud cannet juſtly 
reje& his Teftimony upon this only ground, that he is a Proteſtant ; ſeeing 
he himſelf, has produc'd the Letrers of Mr. Pompone his Nephew , and Mr. 
Picquet , and the Hiſtory of what paſſed at M7. the Archbiſhop of Sexs, 
touching the Muſcovits atteſted by Roman Catholicks. 


BUT ſhould I lay aſide Mr. Baſire's teſtimony , that of Mr. Arnaud would 
ſerve my turn. I ſuppoſe there's no body doubts, but that Mr. - 
naud has made all poflible ſearch into theſe matters touching the 
Greeks , and 'tis certain, had he found any paſſages containing in ex- 
preſs Terms the DoQtrine of Tranſubſtantiation , he would not omit 
them. Yet it is evident that whatſoever he has hitherto alkedged , 
whichſeems to intimate the converſion of Subſtances , in all this long 
diſpute which takes up half his Book , is but a meer Sophiſm ,- impo- 
ſing on us by means of the reunion made between the Greeks and Za- 
tins by Michael Paleologus , and ſome teſtimonies the ancienteſt of which 
bears date but from the year, 1641. We ſhall examine theſe matters in their 
proper place z and hope to undeceive mens Minds whatſoever impreffions 
they may have made upon them. In the mean time we may obſerve that 
inſtead of giving us expreſs and clear proofs, which are the only ones that 
can lawfully be produced on this fubje& , he amuſes his Readers with 
tedious Diſcourſes, wide Conſequences, and negative Arguments, which at 
bottom conclude nothing. For the Point in queſtion relating to a Fa&t 
which ought tobe decided by proofs of Faft, we expe& thereupon Teſtimo- 
nies concluſive in themſelves without the help of Mr. Arnaud, and the im- 
poſſibility 
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will appear yet more plain 
we ſhall more fully diſcover 


CHAP. IL 


The Third Proof taken from that the Expreſſions uſed by tht Greeks are 
general , and inſufficient to form the Idea of a ſubStantial Converſion. 
The Fourth, that the Greeks only receive for Determmations of Faith, 
the Decrees of the ſeven firſt General Councils. The remaining part 
of Mr. Arnaug's Deluſion laid open. The Fifth Proof taken from 
that the Greeks in their Tranſattions with the Latins have ever kept 
to their General ExpreſSons. Mr. Arnaud's Eighth Deluſion diſcos 


vered. 


Belief touching the Myſtery of the Euchariſt, are theſe. They 

call the Symbols, the holy gifts , the holy things, the ineffable myſte- 

ries, the body and blood of Feſws Chriſt, the ſanitified bread, the par- 
ticle or parts,the pearl, and the like. They lay, that the Bread is the Body of 
Feſms Chriſt, that it is made the Body of Feſus Chritt , that *tis chaneed into the 
Body of Feſus Chriſt, that *tis the real Body of Feſus Chriſt. 


T H E Common Expreſſions the Greeks uſe in the explaining their 


AND to expreſs this change, they uſe the Terms of utſacsMrudagevs. 
pity, uilamuay , uilagngsy, wilateaivqy, uilaCxwudtdy, which ſignifie,to change. 
Now *tis certain theſe expreſſions, whether we take 'em ſeverally, or joyntly, 
cannot form the Idea of Tranſubftantiation. For , beſides that being gene- 
ral, they are capable of ſeveral particular ſences, and are found indifferent 
uſed on other SubjeQs wherein there is no Tranſubſtantiation imagined, 
as may be juſtified by a thouſand Examples , if it were needful ; beſides 
this, Ifay, our reaſon guides us never to attribute a particular and determi- 
nate ſence to perſons who explain not themſelves otherwiſe than in general 
Terms, unlels it evidently appears from ſomething elfe , that they had this 
particular ſence in their minds. 


I confeſsthat in thiscaſe, that is to ſay, if it appears they have had a par- 
ticular ſence in their minds, we ought readily to: take their Terms in this 
ſence, how general foever they may be, but if they come not vp to this, we 
can givethem no more than a general and undeterminate meaning. We 
know for example , that in the Church of Rome Tranſubſtantiation is com+ 
monly believed , when then we aretold, that the Bread is made the Body of 
Feſus Chriit, or that *tis changed into he Body of Chriſt ; although theſe words 
are general, yet do we unmedrtely underſtand them in this particular fence, 
that: the Bread is changed ſubftantially into the' Body of Chrift. But had 
the not elſewhere expreſſed her ſelf rouching the change of the Subſtance, 


and 
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and had no Council defined it, nor were it to be fourid in the Confeſſions 
of Faith, Catechiſms, and other Publick Books , and taught by the Roman 
Dodours, it is evident we ſhould be unreaſonable , in giving theſe general 
expreſſions o other than a general ſence, and this generality it ſelf would 
be an invincible Argument that ſhe never deſcended fo far as the diſtin& de- 
termination of Tranſubſtantiation , and conſequently this would not be 
an Article of her Belief. Now *tis after this manner we ought to judge of 
the Greek Church, allits expreſſions are general, there appearing nothing 
elſewhere which determins this generality, or which engages us to attribute 
to her the particular and diſtinCt ſence of the Charch of Rome , and whatſo- 
ever Mr. Arnaud has alledged in the behalf of rhis, is of no weight. It 
then neceſ[arily follows,that we ought to attribute to her no other than a ge- 
neral ſence , and in no wile that of Tranſubſtantiation, which is evidently 
particular and determinate : And even this conſideration , that they of the 
Church of Rowe are obliged to uſe Arguments to explain the common ex- 
prefſions of this Church into a ſence of Tranſubſtantiation, is an infallible 
mark that ſhe does not believe it. 


N OW ſeeing this Proof is deciſive, and that it not only eftabliſheth my 
Sentiment, but likewiſe overthrows Mr. Arnaud's whole difpute , it will not 
be therefore amiſs to illuſtrate it and conſider well its Foundations , to the 
end it may be manifeſted whether the concluſion I draw from hence is juſt 
and true. Firſt , then we muſt know that Tranſubſtantiation is the preciſe 
and diftinft determination of the manner in which the Bread is made the 
Body of Chriſt, to wit, by a real converſion of the ſubſtance of this Bread 
into the ſubſtance of this Body ; ſo that "tis impoſſible to believe it without 
forming a diſtinQ des after this manner,ſeeing it is even this preciſe and deter- 
min'd /dez it ſelf. It is then abſurd and contradiQtory to look for it in a ge- 
neral and confuſed es, which determines _— , for this is to ſeek for a 
determination in a thing undetermined, and a diſtin ſence in a generality, 
that isto ſay, light in darkneſs. And from hence appears what muſt be the 
expreſſions of a Church which believes Tranſubſtantiation, and teaches it, 
for it is neceſſary ſhe teach it in plain terms , which anſwer the diſtin& 7dea 
ſhe has of it, and which may immediately form the like in the minds of thoſe 
that hear her. Now this cannot be done but by expreſs and formal Terms, 
or by Terms ſo _—_— that they cannot be turned into a contrary ſence. 
What] fay is verif'd by the example of the Roman Church, whoſe expreſli- 


ons are plain and clear, and which immediately ſhew her meaning. 


MOREOVER weſhould conſider that the Notion of Tranſubſtantia- 
tion is not one of thoſe which are called Speculative, but Prafical Notions, 
which engages them that have it to ſeveral duties and performances, and 
eſpecially to the ſoverain adoration of this ſame ſubſtance, which before 
was the ſubſtance of bread, but now the ſame proper numerical ſubſtance 
of the natural body of Jeſus Chriſt, as ſpeaks the Church of Rome, whence 
It neceſ{arily follows, that a Church which thus believes it, teacheth it in 


iluch a manner ,. that the a& of adoration follows freely and naturally 
of it ſelf. | 


| } 

IT is likewiſe tobe obſerved, that the matter here in hand concexns the 
Greek Church from the Eleventh Century , which is to fay , that ſince the 
conteſts with Berengarius, the Roman Church has expretly determined the 
ſubſtantial converſion, which drove the Greeks into a greater neceſſity. of 

| ſ] er he 
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ſpeaking clearly on this point , either to ſhew their conformity of, belief 
with the Zatins , or to avoid the falling into the ſame INConveniencies which 
the Latins endeavour'd to avoid by this formal declaration. Andthis ob- 
ſervation is the more conſiderable againſt Mr. 4rzad , in that he grants the 
Greeks not to have been ignorant of this circumſtance touching Berengarims. 


T O know then certainly whether the Greek Church believes Tranſub- 
ſantiation or not, we need but ſee after what manner ſhe explains her ſelf 
concerning the Euchariſt ; for if her expreſſions bear not a ſubſtantial con- 
verſion, either expreſly or equivalently, in ſuch a fort, thatthey may eaſily 
and immediately form the notion thereof , if they be I ſay general, and 
determine nothing of themſelves, itis a certain proof the does not believe it, 
for that Church which believes it, and would have its Children do the like, 
cannot but explain it ſelf clearly and tully on that ſubject. If we examine 
Mr. Arnaud's diſpute on this Principle , which I efteemasthe light of com- 
mon ſence,we ſhall immediately deprive him of all his negative Arguments, 
taken from the filence of the Greeks, and that of the Zatins; for altho theſe 
kind of Arguments are very good 1in.other occaſions, . yet it is apparentrhat 
toend aqueſtion, ſuch a one as this is, which is, W hether the Eaſtern Church 
believes and teaches Tranſubſtantiation , Mr. Arnaud ſhould have taken a 
courſe more deciſive than that of confidering what the Greeks have dong 


in relation to the Tranſubſtantiation of the Zatins, or whatthe Zatins have: 


done in reſpe& of the belief of the Greeks. It were better for us, direQly 
to conlider,afrer what manner,they themſelves do poſitively explain their be- 
lief, touching the Euchariſt, If we find Lranſubſtanriation plainly declared 
in it ; theſe Arguments of filence arenolonger neceſſary , and if we don't 
find it clearly expreſſed, there will follow a Concluſion ſo greatly to my ad- 
vantage, thatall Mr. Arnanud's negative Arguments will not be able to fubſiſt 
before it, for there is a thouſand times more folidity in reaſoning after this 
fort, A Church doth not clearly teach Tranſubſtantiation , therefore ſhe 
holds it not, than to argue thus ; A Church does not. oppole Tranſubſtanti- 
ation held by the Zatins, therefore ſhe believes 1t. Belides that the firſt 
Argument concludes direQtly and immediately what the other does nor, there 
is a greater coherence between believing Tranſubſtantiation,, and clearly 
teaching it, thanthere is repugnance between not believing it, and yet nor 
oppoſing it in perſons who. do believe it. There is no reaſon can hinder 
the Greeks from diſtinQly teaching Tranſubſtantiation , ſuppoſing they be- 
lieved it, but there may be ſeveral reaſons which may oblige them from 
making this Point a matter of diſpute with the-£atis, altho they do not be- 
lieve 1t. 


NEITHER muſt the Profeſſion of Faith , which the Emperour 217- 
chael Paleologus ſent (as from the Greeks) to Pope Fohn the XXI. to finiſh the 
work of the Re-union of the two Churches be made uſe of againſt us; for 
beſides that this was an aCt extorted by force, which 1s not of any\account a- 
monegſt the Greeks, we donot find that the Zatin expreſſions which bear that 
the Bread.is really tranſubſtentiated, do exatly anſwer the Greek expreſſions 
of the ſame a&, which according to all likelyhood contamed only, that the 
Bread is really changed, as we ſhall make it appear hereafter. | | 


NEITHER are the Atteſtations and particular Teſtimonies which are 
but from-the year 1641. to be urged againſt us, for-not.to alledge that theſe 
Pieces are apparently the fruit of the Emiſlaries and Seminaries,, and that 
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the quality of the Perſons who make theſe atteftations , does not furniſh 
them with ſufficient Authority to decide our queſtion , which concerns the 
body of the Greek Schiſmatical Church , all thele pieces are too new where- 
on to build alone, a Tradition from the Eleventh Century , that is to ſay, ſince 


fix hundred years. 


W E may then already ſee in general that Mr. Arnaud's whole diſpute 
15 reduced to conſequences, which will be eafily overthrown by a particular 
examination of them, which ſhall be done in its place ; bur in the mean time 
what I already faid is ſufficient to eſtabliſh the validity of my Argument, 
which is drawn, from that the uſual expreſſions of the Greeks , I mean the 
cleareſt of them , and thoſe which the Church of Rome believes to be moſt 
favourable to her upon the account of the Zucharift , only conliſt in general 
terms. Whence I conclude they hold not Tranſubſtantiation ; for there is 
nothing more oppoſite tothis DoQrine than general expreſſions , ſecing the 
belief of the ſubſtantial converſion , as I have already eſtabliſhed it, 1s in it 
kf the particular and diſtin&t determination of the manner of the Bread's 
being made or changed into the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, and that *tis not poſſi- 
ble but that a Church which believes it , and would inſtruct its people in this 
Dofrine muſt explain this Point clearly and diſtinitly : And thus in 
ftrength'ning my own Arguments,F ky open the weakneſs of Mr. 2rnaud's. 


BUT this Argument Fnow produced , ought to be attended by this fol- 

lowing conſideration , which will farther evidence its ſtrength ard ſolidity. 

Which is that the Greeks profeſs to receive only for the determinations of 

Points of Faith,the ſeven firſt general Councils, to wit, that of Vice, againſt 

Arias under the Emperour Conſtantine the Great , that at Conſtantinople a- 

gainſt Macedonius under 7heodofires , that of Fpheſws againlt VVeſtorins under 

Theodofius Funior, that of Chalcedon againſt Eutychus and Dioſcorius under 

Marciow , that of Conſtantinople upon occaſion of the quarrel of the three 

Chapters under the Emperour Z«fti+4+ , the third of Conftantinvple againſt 

the Monohelites under Conſtantine Pogonatus, and in fine the ſecond of Hite 

on the ſubje of Images under Conſtantine , and his Mother 77434. Now 

*tis certain , there is nothing in all theſe Councils which determins Tranſub- 
ſtantiation , for what is produced concerning the firſt at Vice z 7hat we mw 

zonceive by Faith, thit the Lamb of God that takes awiy the ſons of the World, 

ties ou this holy Table, that he is ſacrificed without « ſacrifice by the Prieſts, and 

that we do really receive his precious Body and Blood : This 1 ſay as any tman may 

fee, is not Tranſubſtantiation no more than what is offered us rouching the 

ſecond at Nice, as will appear by reading the fifth Chapter of Mr. Ar»and's 

ſeventh Book, wherein he relates it. And as to theſe Councils by which the 

Church of Rome has determin'd the converſion of the Subſtances, as that of 

Gregory the Seventh , held at Rome in the year 1079. that of Plai/ance held 

n the year 1095. under #rbaix the Second, that of Yatran in the year 1218, 

wherein /»ocest the Third declared the DoQtrine of his Church on this 

Subje&, that of Coy aſſembled in the year 1414. wherein cliff was 

_ condemned for coping this DoQtrine, and in fine that of 7ren?, which efta- 

bliſhed the preeeding deciſions , the Greet Church receives none of theſe, 

Relation of OT makes any account of them. 7hey all commonly ſay , lay's Richards; the 

the Iſle of Se. Jeſuit, in his relation of the Ifle of St. Zrinys, that the Decrees of the ſeven 

Erings chap. firſt Countils owght only to be obſerve , and the Prieſts make the people believe, 

14-P4-15% Zhat at the ntl of the ſeventh Council, a nel dfonded from Heavey ; teſti- 

ſing this whittſcever corcerma oy Funth , was therein perfected, apd there vt 


main'd 
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main'd nothing more to be added or decided, Zeo Allatius likewiſe only mentj- 
ons ſeven Councils which they approve. They have, ſay's he, in great eſteem Ale. 4 
the Decrees of the ſeven firſt general Councils , and hold them inviolable, they *" p. ” 
receive their Canons for their Rule inall things, and the moſt Religious amongſt 

them do conſtantly obſerve them. 


— 


ALEXANDER Guagzindiſcourling of the Religion of the Ruſſians, Guag. m , 
which is the ſame as that of the Greeks, relates their Belief is, that *twas con- 29 deſeriÞ4 
cluded in the ſeventh general Council, that the matters determin'd is the prece- 
ding Councils ſhould remain firm for the time tocome , and that there ſhould no 
other Council be called under the penalty of an Anathema, wherefore (adds he) they 
ſay, that all the Councils and Synods held ſince the ſeven firſt, areaccurſed , per- 
verſe, and deſperately defiled with Hereſie. Sacranus Chanon of Cracovia, tells 
us likewiſe, that they regard not any of thoſe Councils which have been held ſince Rig, utkeni 
the ſeventh, ſaying, they are not concerned in them, ſeeing they were held without ang. | 
their conſent. | 


SCARG A the Jeſuit ſets down this as their ſixth Errour , that there De uno pap. 
ought only the ſeven Councils to be regarded, aud that whoſoever receives the De- I 
crees of an eighth or ninth is accurſed. Mr. Bafire, whom I mentioned in the 
foregoing Chapter , confirms me in this matter by his Letter. 7» publica, 
ſay's he, Grecorum profefſione, non niſi *n1% Ewids5 recipiunt quas Gnsuevixcs 
nuncupant. In the publick confeſſion of their Faith they only receive the De- 
crees of the ſeven Councils which they call Oecumenical. And Hetrophanus Confeſſ, Eccleſ, 
the Patriarch of Mexazadris authoriles all theſe Teſtimonies by his expreſs el 
Declaration : He only receive, lay's he, the ſeven Oecumenical Councils, and 
as to the particular Councils, we receive from them what hs been received and 
confirmed by the ſeven Oecumenical ones. Should I conclude from hence they 
hold not Tranſubſtantiation for an Article of their Faith , this concluſion 
perhaps would not IT , for in fine not to receive for a determi- 
nation of Faith any thing elſe but what is contained in the ſeven firſt Coun- 
cils, and at the ſame time to believe the Do&trine of the ſubſtantial converſi- 
on , are two things very inconliſtent with each other, eſpecially in reference 
to people that utterly reject the other Councils , wherein this DoQrine has 
been determin'd. And in effe&t , it ſeems to me that this Doftrine is im- 
portant enough to be inſerted amongſt the Articles of their Faith already 
decided or confirmed by Councils, and not amomgſt the common cuſtoms, or 
pratices which are ſtill obſerved, altho not expreſly determined, or amongſt 
the Points , which being minute and inconſiderable, are therefore left unde- 
cided , altho they are held. Let the Reader judge , whether *tis likely a 
Church would only receive for a determination of Points of Faith the De- 
creesof Councils, wherein there has paſſed not a word concerning Tranſub- 
ſtantiation,and reject others wherein Tranſubſtantiation has been eſtabliſhed, 
and yet believe this DoQtrine as firmly as the Zatins, and notdare to explain 
her ſelf in clear and proper terms, which would have eaſed Mr. :4r»aud 
of that great pains he has taken to fill three or four large Books with his 
long Syllogiſms, the greateſt part of which are beſidesthe purpoſe. What 
mean theſe Greeks by their general expreſſions, which are good for nothing 
but to puzzle people ? For according to Mr. Arnaud, they diſtinQly believe 
the whole ſubſtance of Bread is changed into the ſubſtance of our Saviour's 

\Body , and teach as they believe, it being their intereſt todo ſo, to the end 
this Dodtrin may prevail with the people to adore this ſubſtance when 
changed. They are not ignorant of & manner after which the Church of 
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Rowe explains it ſelf touching this DoQtrine. And yet are they obliged not 
to receive any DoArine as an Article of Faith , but what has been already 


| determined by the ſeven firſt Councils, in which there's no mention of this 


Change of Subſtance , and to rejeR all thole Councils which expresſly de- 
creed it, and nevertheleſs they expreſs themſelves in general terms , which 
ſignifie nothing. And muſt Mr. Arnaud (to whole immortal praiſe the 
Greeks are ſtill in the World , and to whom they are obliged for their pre- 
ſervation under the Turkiſh Empire) tire himſelf, his Friends,and his Read- 
ers ; exhauſt his ſtore of Conſequences, that is to ſay, his ſtock of Deluſi- 
ons, and be continually imploying his invention to find ſome appearance or 
ſhadow of Tranſubſtantiation in the uſual expreſſions of this People ? To 
ſpeak impartially, i has reaſon to be angry with theſe Greeks , who are fo 
obſtinate , or at leaſt ſo lazy , that they will not be at the pains to expreſs 
plainly, and without ambiguity, a Notion fo clearly and diſtinly imprinted 
in their minds. And moreover not only thele Greeks have not explained 
themſelves ; but even when moved by temporal intereſts and the politick 
intrigues of their Emperours they conſented to theſe patched re-unions 
with the Church of Rowe, they have changed the Latin expreffions , and 
whereas in the AQs of thels laſt, ic is expres{ly mention'd ; that the Bread is 
Tranſubſtantiated into the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , they have barely inſerted, 


-thatit is changed, that "tis conſecrated, and in a word, they have ever fubſti- 


tuted their general expreſſions, to the formal and preciſe expreſſions of the 
Zatins. What can Mr. Arnaud alledge, when on one hand he ſees in Rqynal- 
aus, this Confeſfion of Faith , :about which he has made ſuch a noiſe , and 
which was offer'd to the Greeks by Clement 7. by Gregory X. by Fohn 
XX. and by Urbain F. as diſtinAly and clearly containing the Belief of 
the Roman Church,and that he ſees it, I ſay,expreſſed in theſe Z:4ins words, 
Sacramentum Euchariſt e ex azymo conficit eadem Romana Feclefia, tenens &+ do- 
cens quod in ipſo Sacramento Panis vere Tranſubſtantiatur in Corpus, + Vinuns 
in Sanguinem Domini noſtri Feſt Chriſti. The Church of Rome celebrates the 
Sacrament of the Fuchariſt with unleavened Bread, holding and teaching that in 
this Sacrament the Bread is really tranſubſtantiated into the Body and the Hine 
into the Blood of our Lord Feſus Chriſt ; and when on the other hand he finds 
this ſame Article in the Greek Copy produced by Mlatins in theſe Words, 
Td jpwvgig yo  dxce tas 3 efvus vant] h Tegdgrptn goudien nuke rpg. 
TSo #, Nfvouson , ori & own] Ti panes , 0 welQ- hn Sos wiletdnMfle Gig 
wut, #, 0 onG- ds dior Th Kvgfs 6 huav InCs Xe? The Church of 
Rome celcbrates the Sacrament of the Fucharift with unleavened Bread, holding 
and teaching that in this Sacrament the Bread ts really changed into the Body, and 
the Wine into the Blood of our Lord Fefus Chriſt. The Zatins fay's, vert Tran- 
ſubſtantiatur, it is really Tranſubſtantiated, and the Greeks &AnFos werxCamtfilous 


it ts really changed. 


Mr. Arnand, who loves not to complain, when his complaints will do him 
no good, paſſes lightly over this difference, as if it were trifle not worth his 
notice, for having told us, that Raynaldus obſeryes, ſome read in Latin er 
mutatur , and others 7ranſubſtantiatur, headds , Allatins who has given us the 
Original it ſelf, makes it appear that theſe words, Tranſmutatur and Tranſub- 
ſtantiatur, are mere Synonimous Terms , ſeeing they have been ſubſtituted by In- 
terpreters to theſe Greek words, cure) Tod worels 5 #dlQ- yan; wile- 


paMie, G7. And this is what is ſoon diſpatched by the Rule of Synoni- 
my, hy ror nd and 7ranſubſtantiatur are both the ſame , becauſe Inter- 
preters ſu 


itute both one and the other of theſe words tothe Term 47% 
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p&Miai. But who are theſe ——_ , who thus render 77an/ubtantia- 
tur , arethey not ſuch who find ranſubſtantiation every where , and will 
have it brought into the Greek Church by force ? 1f 7ranſmutare and 7ran- 
ſubſtantiere are Synonimous Terms, Mr. Arnaud may when he pleaſes render _  ., _ 
thoſe words of Gregory Nazianzen , Chriſto indutus ſum , in Chriſto Tranſub- me a2. 
ſtantiatus ſum, for there is 7ranſmutatus , and when he ſhall find ina Homily py 
attributed to Origen , Sanitus Theologus in Deum Tranſmutetus , he may read, 7%-2-n di: 
in Deum Tranſubſtantiates; and when he reads in St. /renews COPOTIInY Pegg yr. 
tatur in bona olivam, he may render this, 7ranſubftantiatur inboxam olivam. lib.z.cap-12, 
If we may as well ſubſtitute to the Greek word wtlecaMilai, theſe two La- 
tin ones , 7ranſmutatar and 7Tranſubſtantiatur , Mr. Arnaud may read in the 
Verſion of St. Macairns , omnes in naturam Divinam Tranſubſtantiantur , for 
the Interpreter has ſet down 7ranſmutantur, and the Greek imports ailaCan- 
- Nofſar , and when he ſhall find in the ſame Author , that Feſus Chriſt came 
fo change the nature, he may underſtand it , that he came to 7ranſub- 

antiate the nature , foraſmuch as the Latin bears 7ranſmutare, and the 
Greek afſa«Mar. Tis certain that a man who reads good Aythors up- 
on Mr. Arnaud's credit, and follows his Synonima's, will make abundance 
of extravagant Tranſubſtantiations, and I do not believe Mr. 4r»an4 will be 
willing to warrant them all. He will ay theſe words are Synonimy's, when 
they concern the Euchariſt ; for the Bread's being Changed or Zranſubſtantia> 
ted , is the ſame thing. It is ſo indeed with them that believe Tranſubſtan- 
fiation, dutnot with them whodo not believe it. But the Greeks believe it, 
fay's Mr. Azad, which he is obliged to prove before he affirms it. Mr. 4r- 
naud's Arguments are really admirable, for they are very concluſive, provi- 
ded we ſuppoſe the truth of what they conclude. If it be demanded of him 
wherefore he makes ſuch a noiſe with this Form of Faith , he will anfwer 
is becauſe the Term of 77a»ſubftantiatur is init. Tell him that in the Greek 
there is 4fx&dMtilai, Zravſmutatur and not Tranſnbſtantiatur, he will anſwer 
that ufſeCedmilal, 7ranſmutetur and Zranſubſtantiatur are the Tame thing. 
But let this be examined, it will be found to be indeed the ſame thing to them 
that believe Tranſubſtantiation, but as to others who do not, there 1s a great 
difference , ſo that to ſpeak truly, to make Mr 4244's Argument good, 
it muſt firſt be ſuppoſed the Greeks believe the Subſtantial Converſion, as well 


as the /Zatins. 


H E may adjuſt theſe matters when he pleaſes; but let me telthim in the 
mean time, that the Greeks uſed the fame exprefſions in the Council of #e- 
rence. The Zatins having derganded wherefore after the words of our Sa: c;,.;1 Free; 
viour Jeſus Chriſt, take, eat, this is my Body, which has been broke for you, Sefſ'25, 
for the Remiſſion of your Sins, &c, (they added -this Prayer,) and make this 
Bread the prerious Body of thy Chriſt, and that which is in this Cap , the preci- 
ous bloud of thy Chriſt , in changing them by virtue of thy Holy Spirit ;, they 
anſwered they did acknowledge that the Conſecrared Bread was made the 
Body of Chriſt by theſe words. The Eatin Decree has this expreſſion , f«: 
teri nos diximus per hec verba Tranſubſtantiari Sactum Panem, & fieti Corpus 
Chriſti, but the Greek expreſſions are theſe ,, iuiis imp 571 6wohoygmty Nat 
TH erudmov TETRA TH\(go ft fr wioy eglov #, yiverde Cape X85, The Latin 
lay's tis 7ranſubſtantiated, the Greek that *tis Conſecrated. ' 


MR. 4rnaud has recourſe here likewiſe to his Synonimy's ; for he tells 
us, that the Zatins (to whom this anſwer was made) having taken it in the ſence £15.4.r9þ.2, 


of an acknowledgement of Tranſubſtautiation , it is ridiculous to pretend there *** 5*5: 
WAs 
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was ſuch a great equivocation between them and the Greeks, the one underſtand. 
ing 4 change of Subſtance, and the others a change of Virtue. He adds , That 
if the Greeks had not takes theſe words in wy 4 of the Latins , Syropulus, 
and Marc of Epheſus would have obſerved that the Latins were derjded by this 
#quivocation, and would have accuſed them who made this anſwer of prevarication 
and deceit. In fine, he ſay's, that Andrew de S. Cruce ſmho deſerves as much 
zo be credited, as any of the other Hiſtorians , who wrote on this Council, becauſe 
he was there preſent) relates this acknowledgment of - Tranſubſtantiation, which 
Belſlarion made in the name of all the Greeks, in a manner more preciſe, diſtinif, 
and with greater circumſtances, and that he attributes to him theſe words, we have 
learnt that theſe are the words of our Lord, which Change and Tranſubſtantiate 
the Bread into the Body of Feſus Chriſt, and the Hine into his Blood, and that 


theſe divine words have the” fullforce of Tranſubſtantiation. 


I anfwer, the more I ſtudy the CharaQer of Mr. 4rnaud, the more clearly 
I perceive that theſe thingsare no otherwiſe ridiculous and affrightful , but 
only as they agree not with his deſigns. For it iscertain that TeA4sWai, and 
Tranſubſtantiari, are two different Terms, which ſignifie not the ſame thing ; 
the firſt is applicable in general to all Myſteries, and ſignifies only,to be conye- 
crated,or perfeitly conſecrated ; the ſecond ſignifies a Change of one Subſtance into 
another. It is moreover certain,that when the Zatins wrote Tranſubſtantiari, 
the Greeks have only ſet down TiA4s5v&, why then will he have it, that the 
Greeks took not this Term in its natural ſignification , and in the uſual ſence 
given toitamongſt them ? Becaule ſay's he, that the Latins took this ayſwer for 
an acknowledgment of Tranſubſtantiation:But who told him,that the Zatins did 
not doill in taking it after this manner;Who told him the Greeks intended the 
Zatins {\hould take itin this ſence ? The Greeks have kept to their general 
expreſſions , and the Zatins have drawn them as far as they could to their 
advantage. . If there has been any equivocation in them , the Zatins have 
voluntarily made it , and 'tis very likely , could they have made the Greeks 
ſay usC'2o0a , inſtead of T:\sovc , they would gladly have done it , but 
not being able to effe& it, they have made what advantage they could of 
7\JScvati, in interpreting it by the word 7ranſubſtantiation, And this is the 
whole Secret , whichis neither 7idiculous nor affrightful in any other , than 
Mr. Arnaxd's imagination. 


And as to what he ſay's concerning Sropulus, and Mark of Epheſus, name- 
ly , that they would have obſerved the Zatins were deluded by an Equivoca- 
tion, and accuſe them who thus anſwered in behalf of the Greeks of prevari- 
cation and deceit ; I ſee no reaſon they had to do this, for when the Greeks, 
fayd 7*\4otc: , they ſpoke their uſual Language and derided no body. If 
the Zatins underſtood it otherwiſe than the force of the Term and common 
uſe permitted them 'tis they that derided the Greeks rather than. the Greeks 
them , wherefore there is no reaſon in this reſpeC& to accuſe them whomade 
this anſwer of prevarication and deceit. Andrew de S.Crxce his relating the 
words of Beſſarion according to the intention of the Zatins , does but con. 
firm what 1 tay , which is that the Roman Church has ever endeavoured to 
expound ro its advantage the general expreſſions of the Greeks,and I know not 
wherefore Mr. Arnaud tells us, that he deſerves no lefs credit than the other 
Hiſtorians, who wrote of this Council. Would he have it, that Beſſario» who 
ſpeaks for all the reſt of the Greeks, did not uſe the Terqm 77409; This is 
the very wordin the Greek Text concerning that Council, and Andrew dz'S. 


Cruces Authority is not ſufficient to corre& a Publick AQ , neither can his 
Latin 
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Latin alter \ Greek. Would he have it that the Zatins explain'd the 
TH\{z500u of Beſſarion by Tranſubſtantiatur ? 1 grant it, and the Decree of the 
Council ſhows 1t,ſo that he needs not call Azdrew de S:.Crace to his affiſtance. 
Yet may we obſerve that Mr. Ar»avd himſelf is not fully fatisfi'd that the 
Greek and Latin expreſſions on this Subje&t , do mean but one and the ſame 
thing,altho he tells us heis ; for he calls that which Zzdrew de S.Cruce, relates 
from Beſſarion, a more preciſe manner, more diſtintt and circumſtantial, which 
is as much as to fay after all, that the Zraz/ubtantzari of the Latins is more 
- preciſe, diſtinCt and plain than the 72\48odor of the Greeks, 


AND this the force of Truth has extorted from him ; and it were well 
if it could likewiſe fo far prevail with him as to make him acknowledge, that 
this proceeding of the Greeks is an evident mark they believed not Zranſub- 
ftantiation. For had they believed it, what likelyHood is there they ſhould 
thus carefully kcep themſelves from uſing the expreſſions of the Latins, 
which are proper, diſtin and clear, and change them into others, which are 
general and equivocal, and that in the ſame Atts wherein thoſe aforementio- 
ned exaQlly deſcribe the converſion of the Subſtances , tt'others ſhould be ſo 
obſtinate, as not to take notice of it. Had they been perſwaded the Zatins 
did not innovate , would they not have yielded to a thouſand Reaſons which 
ſeem'd to conſtrain them to manifeſt their thro-Confortnity with them ? 
Their Afﬀairs were in very bad circumſtances, they left their Country to im- 
plore the aſſiſtance of the Weſtern Princes, they were in the Pope's hands, 
and maintain'd at his charge, they conſented to the re-union of the two 
Churches ; their Emperors did not only ſollicite but conſtrain them there- 
unto; and they had already offered great violences to their own conſciences, 
for they conſented to the addition of the F3/ioque in the Creed ; what rea- 
fon then could hinder them from acknowledging the Converſion of the Sub- 
ffances, had their belief been the ſame with that of the Church of Rome ; 
Wherefore ſhould they till affe& their general Terms, of «44:9, mrAJ8- 
v9, uilaeamecu; Wherefore even in the very aCt of the re-union made at 
Florexte, the Term of Tranſubſtantiation was never inſerted , but only that 
of copfici, in the Latin, and that of 75% jn the Greek? For thus was it 
ſet down, #71 iv &&0pm þ iv(hum Kdla Crrive To Ts X2458 omj THAGeIut dy 
I&s, Te5e ited iy Joerlew owls Td omun F wogls 6pdM{v TEeAG, txaxoov IAdvolt 
*T iy * iS WnAyCias aTs fomiig dT aremonis cyblev, Drew in 4290 
ſroe fermentato Pane triticeo Corpus Chriſti veraciter confici , Saterdoteſque in 
altero ipſum Domini Corpns jd wh debere , unumquemqne ſcilicet juxta ſue 
Eeclefie five Orcidentalis five Orientalis conſuetudinem. That the Body of 
Jeſus Chriſt is really conſecrated, or made into HWheaten Bread, either with or 
without Leven , and that the Prieſts ought to make or conſecrate the Body of our 
Lord with either of theſe, every one according to the Cuſtom of his Church, whe- 
ther Faſtern or Weſtern. Here is no mention of the converſion of the Sub- 
ſtances, for the general Terms carri'd it away from the determinations of the 
Latins. Neither need Mr. Arnaxd tell us as he does, that the Greeks took £5.4.cap 2. 
theſe words in a ſence of 7renſubſtantiation, becauſe the Zatins did lo, For © 34* 
if the Greeks believed a true and real converſion of Subſtance , wherefore 
then was not that Article expreſſed in clear and proper Terms. The Zatins 
were not ignorant of them, the Greeks knew them well enough, there being 
no word more common among them than that of vola. That of Subffanris 
had beenalready affeQted by the Zarins in the Myſtery of the Fwchariſt , and 
the Popes that preceded Zagenus the IV.were not wanting to bring it into that 


famous Confeffion of Faith which we have fo often mention'd. In Were 
r, 
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Mr. Arn4ss need not tell us {o often of theſe Fquivocations, for we know ve- 
Ty well, that in theſe kind of Accommoaations , wherein intereſt holds the 
chiefeſt rank, the two Parties agree commonly in certain generalities, which 
each of *'em endeavour to explain to their own advantage. There 'is no- 
thing more common than theſe kind of Treaties, in which when there's 
foreleen any inſuperable difficulties , they are uſually left untoucht, both 
Parties contenting themſelves with general Terms , by which each of *em 
think to compaſs their deligns. Mr. Arnaud is a Perlon of too much 
reading and experience to queitiona Truth ſo well known, and I believe we 
need not go far for inſtanceset- this kind. But, howloever , this is certain 
and undeniable, that in all the Decrees of the Florentine Council, there ap- 
pearsnothing on the part of the Greeks,that cſtabluhes che converſion of Sub- 
ſances, but on the contrary , it ſeems as if they had prevail'd on the Zatins, 
to abate their expreſſions in the ſolemn aCt of their re-uni0n. 


BU T before we leave this Proof, it is to be obſerved that Beſſarion Arch- 
biſhop of Nice, who was one of the Principal Agents in this fccommodation, 
in behalf of the Greeks, was a Perſon already brought over to the Intereſts 
of the Latins, and for his good Services was ſoon after made a Cardinal in 
the Roman Church. It cannvt then but be ſuppoſed he favoured the Zatins, 
and uſed all poſſible means to prevail on his own Country-men. - -In effet 
Syropulus coraplains of this;in ſuch a manner,as ſutficiently ſhews,whar judg- 
ment we ought to make of this particular. In the' mean time, compare 1 
pray, the Terms Beſſariox ules when he ſpeaks in behalf of the Greeks in the 
Conferences of the Council, with thoſe he uſes in his Treatiſe'of the Zucha- 
7iſt, wherein he ſpeaks from his own head, ſince he was made a Cardinal, in 
Specie, ſay's he, in this Treatiſe, . Pais &> Vini, veritas Corporis & Sauguinis 
continetur, cum in illa, a op Panis Vinique mutetur. The Body of Feſus 
Chriſt is really contain'd under the Species of Bread and Wine, the Subſtance be- 
ing changed into this Body and Blood:; and a little farther', verba dicuntur qui- 
bus diftis mox Conſecratio fit, Tranſubſt entialitas perficitur , The words are no 
ſooner ſaid but the Conſecration is made, and the Tranſubſtantiation finiſhed. 
'Tisnolonger £m and TAS, Conſetration and Sanitification, but 
Subſtantia mutatur, Tranſubſtanialitas perficitur, the change of Subſtance, Tran- 
ſ«bſtantion. Whence comes this difference, but from that the Greeks do not 
uſe the ſameexpreſſions as the Zatins, and that there is not any Conformity 
between theſe two Churches in this Point of the Converſion of Subſtances ? 
Beſſarion counterfiting the Greek , makes uſe only of general expreſſions. 
But rag he diſcovers himſelf to be a Zatin, he ſpeaks plainly and di- 
ſtinaly. 


BUT beſides Beſſarioz, this ſame difference is obſervable in other Zati- 
niſed Greeks, engaged to propogate the Roman DoQtrines, if we compare 
their Style with that of the true Greeks. Compare | for example what Mr. 
Arnaud tells us out of Emaniiel Calecas , and Fohn Pluſiadene, with what he 
himſelf | alledges out of C#b:ſilas, Mark of Epheſus, Simon of Theſſalonice, and 
others, and you will find theſe laſt mention not the change of Subſtance, 
whereas the formerdo expres{ly aflert it. Zmazuel tells us concerning the 
Euchariſt, that God is able to change the inward Subſtance, and yet conſerve the 
Same Accidents entire. Pluſiadene, after the ſame manner , Tha the Subſtance 

of. Bread is changed into the Body of Chriſt. Whereas there's no ſuch expre{- 
ſons. 1n the true Greeks : for we meet only with ſuch expreſſions as theſe, 
that the Bread is really the Body of Feſus Chriſt , and that "tis changed into the 
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Body of Feſus Chriſt : but as to the Subſtance they make”no mention of ir, 
and there is nothing but Mr. Ar»asd's Conſequence or Synonimy, which can 
make them do it. 


CGH AF IF, 


The Sixth Proof taken from the Greeks, employing on other Subjects, 
the ſame Expreſſions as on the Euchariſt. Ir. Arnaud's Tenth 
Deluſion manifeſted, 


HE only way to judge of the meaning of Authors , when *is 
matter of Debate, 1s to examine their Style in other like Matters, 
it being impoſſible, but. in comparing their expreſſions ſome of 
*em will give light to others. Had Mr Arzaud followed this me- 
_ thod,, he would never haye valued fo highly ſeveral expreſſions in Greek 
Authors ; for he would have ſeen at the ſame time, that they deliver them. 
ſelves almoſt after the ſame manner on other Subjects, where there's no 
Tranſubſtantiation to be ſuſpeQed. - I know 'tis a hard matter for a Perſon 
that is prejudiced,to conſider the queſtion he handles,in thoſe reſpects which 
are difagreeable rohim z bur beſides that this prejudice isa fault, and there- 
fore to be avoided , eſpecially wher men write on a-Publick Account, or 
take upon them to inſtru& People; beſides this, I ſay, there are ſeveral con- 
ſiderable matters which ſo offer themſelves to be ſeen, that we cannot abſtain 
from beholding them; and *tis more eſpecially in reſpe&t of theſe, that 
mens negleC& is blame-worthy,becaule 'ris afteQted,and is inconfiftant with the 
Rules of Sincerity. As for inftance,how can we approve of Mr. £rnaud's pro- 
ceeding, who has ſcarcely mentioneda word in his Booktouching that prodi- 
gious 1gnorance which has overſpread the Eaſt,in matters of Religion ? How 
can we approve his taking no notice of that multitude of Emiſlaries , 
wherewith all that Country has been filled , for I know not how many Ages 
together , nor of the means uſed for the propogation of the Romiſh Do- 
Qtrines', nor the progreſſes they made. Thele-are things he could not be 
ignorant of, and are not matters of ſmall importance ; ſeeing the Judgment 
to be made of this whole Controverſie , does in ſome meaſure depend there- 
on. But not to rehearſe what we already mention'd , how can we bear 
with him, when he paſles over in ſilence ſeveral Greek expreſſions, like unto 
thoſe from which he would draw advantage , and yetare applicd to Subjes 
which have not the leaſt relation to Tranſubſtantiation. [Theſe expreſſions 
offered themſelves to him , and there needed little deliberation to determine 
what uſe was to be made of them , and what rank they hold in the deciſion 
of this Controverſie. Yet has he taken no notice of them , 'for his deſire of 
vanquiſhing has far exceeded his love to Truth. 


BU T howſoever *tis certain the Greeks ſpeak almoſt after the ſame man- 
ner concerning the Church (it: being likewils the Body of Chriſt) as they do 
concerning the Z#:hariſf. Cabiſilzs is one of the Au-hors Mr. Arnaud has 
quoted with moſt complacency , having filled a long Chapter with Paſſages 
taken out of him, healledges among(t others, theſe words of his 38 a 
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The Church is repreſented in the Myſteries of Religion, not as in the Signs , but 
us the Members are marked by the Heart, the Tree by the Root, and the Vine- 
branches by the Vine, foraſmuch as the Myſteries are the Body and Blood of Chriſt, 
and that this Body and Blood are the Nouriſhment of the Church. So tar is his 
Allegation; but *cis requiſite to hear Cabiſ/as himſelt in the full extent of 
his Diſcourſe, to judge of the Style of this Author, and Mr. #r»and's Delu- 
ſion. The Church, ſays he, # repreſented in the Myſteries of Religion, not as 
in the Signs, but as the Members are in the Hear: , the Branches of the Tree in 
the Root, and the Vine-leaves in the Vine , as ſpeaks our Lord, For here is not 
only a Communion of Names, or a reference of likeneſs, but "tis the Identity of 
the thing it ſelf; For the Myſteries are the Body and Blood of Feſws Chriſt. 
Now they are the real nouriſhment of the Church , andwhen ſhe partaketh of 
them ſhe does not change them into a humane Body , like unto other Food , but 
ſhe her ſelf is changed into them, pdoCxNila as exfive, foraſmuch as the moſt 
excellent part has the predominancy. Behold the iron, when "tis joynedwith the 
fire, it becomes fire, and it does not make the fire become iron , for the fire effaces 
all the properties of the iron, ſo in like manner if any one could ſee the Church 
of Chriſt in that reſpet# , whereby *tis united to him, and partakes of his Fleſh, 
he would behold nothing but the Body of Chriſt , and therefore St. Paul ſay's , yos 
are the Body of Feſus Chriſt , and each of you are his Members, For when he 
calls him the Head and us the Members , he does not repreſent to us thereby the 
cares of his Providence , nor our ſubjettion to him in the ſame ſence as we call 


our ſelves the Members of our Parents , or Friends, by an hyperbolical way of 


ſpeaking 5; But he means what he ſays ; That the faithful by the efficacy of this 


Blood, live the Life which is in Feſus Chriſt , and have thetr real dependance on 
him as their Head, and are clothed with this Body. 


It needs not now be demanded of Mr. 4r»aud,why he cut ſhort'this paſſage 
of Cabiſilas ſeeing the reaſon manifeſtly appears ;for if we take but the pains ro 
compare what he alledges from this Author touching the Zuchariſft with what 
Inow related touching the Church,we ſhall ſoon find that theſe laſt expreſſi- 
ons are far ſtronger and ſignificant than what he ſay's concerning the Sacra- 
ment. He excludes the bare communion of name and reſemblance between 
Chriſtand the Church,and eſtabliſhes a perfeC& Identity. He ſay's the Church 
is changed into the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt. He uſes the compariſon of 
iron inflamed , which others apply to the Zucharift, and asit he deſign'd to 
make us underſtand that the Church is Chriſt's Body in a litteral and complete 
ſenſe , he aſſures us this is no Hyperbole , and that St.Pau/ ſpeaks the ſame 
thing. I am greatly deceived, if therecan be any thing found fo preſſing and 
comprehenſive in relation to the Zxchariſt,cither in this Author, or any other 
of the true Greeks ; and this ſhews on one hand,how vain and groundleſs Mr. 
Arnaud's Triumphs are , and on the other, how — and neceſſary a 
thing it is, for men to ſhew the Subſtantial Converſion, clearly, and expreſly in 
the DoQrines of a Church before it be concluded ſhe believes it. 


CABISIL AS is not the only man who ſpeaks afrer this manner 
touching the Church, for others borrow his proper Terms to explain them- 
ſelves fully like him ; for we may find the ſame paſſage at large , in the firſt 
Anſwer of Feremias the Patriarch of Conſtantinople to the Divines of 
Hittemberg. | ; 


P HO TITUS ſpake likewiſe to the ſame purpoſe , and Occamenins after 


him, as appears by the Commentaries of the latter of theſe , on ___ 
Chapter 
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Chapter of the firſt Epiſtle to the Corinthians : The Apoſtle , ſay they, tells 
ws, - the Bread is the Communion of the Body of Feſus Chriſt ; but foraſmuch 
as it ſeems that that which is communicated is of a different nature from him to 
whom*tis communicated , he would now ſhew us that we do not communicate , but 
that we are all of us 0wTd T0 Cop, the ſame Body of Feſus Chriſt : For as one 
piece of Bread is made of ſeveral Grains, ſo we likewiſe altho ſeveral, are made 
one and the [ame Body wich Feſus Chriſt: I believe there's few expreſſions to 
be found amoneſt the Greeks in the Subject of the Zucharift, which exceed 
thele. 


BU T beſides what I now mentioned touching the Church, we muſt like- 
wiſe conſider the manner after which the Greets do expreſs themſelves con- 
cerning the Book of the New Teſtament, or Volumn of the Goſpels, when 
the Deacon who carries it in his hand lifted up enters into the Charch., 
This entrance is called wes 4od'©-, the ſmall entrance , deſigning to repre- 
ſentby this Ceremony the coming of the Son of God into the World. They 
bow before this Book, and ſpeak of it as if it were our Saviour himſelf, cry- 
ing out altogether at the ſame time, 9tvre meoCrumopte x, Tg Cmtmuuey xg 
S@, Comm nog owl. Come let us worſhip Chriſt , .and fall down before him, 
Save us O Son of God. Alſoon as they begin to read , the Biſhopthrows off 
his Mantle, and S;»-0» of 7heſſalonica giving an account of this ation, tells 
us, *tis to give a publick teſtimony of his Servitude ; For, fay's he, when our 
Lord himſelf appears ſpeaking in his Goſpel, andis as it were preſent, the Biſnop 
dares not cover himſelf” with his Mantle. Ifidorus de Peluse uſed almoſt the 
ſame expreſſions before him , whey the true Shepherd himſelf appears, ſay's he, 
in the reading of the Holy Goſpel , the Biſhop throws off his Mantle, to ſignifie 
that the Lord himſelf the Prince of Paſtors , our God and Mafter js preſent. 1 
do not believe the Book is tranſubſtantiated , and yetthey ſpeak and behave 
themſelves, as if ir was our Saviour himſelf z which already ſhews us that 
the Stile of the Greeks is always very myſterious , and that we have no rea- 
ſon to impute Subſtantial Converſions tothem, every time they make uſe of 
exceſſive Terms. 


We may likewiſe ſe here another Example of what Ifay, even in the ve- 
Ty Bread of the Zuchariſt before its Confecration. The Greeks have two 
Tables; one which they call the Protheſis, and th'other the great Altar. They 
place on the former of theſe , the Symbols, and expreſs by divers myſtical 
ations part of the Oeconomy of the Son of God , that is to fay , his Birth, 
Life, and Sufferings. They ſolemaly carry. them afterwards to the great 
Altar, where they conſecrate *em, ſo that before this *tis but ſimple Bread and 
Wine, yet on which, they repreſent the principal paſſages of the life of 
Chriſt , and they ſay themſelves that then the Bread and Wine are but a 
Type or Figure ; Yet do they ſpeak concerning them almoſt after the ſame 
manner before they are conlecrated as after. Germain the Patriarch of Con- 
ſtantinople, calls them, the Body aud Blood of Feſus Chriſt, he ſay's , that the 
Saints and all the Fuſt enter with him , and that the Cherubins, Angels, and all 
the Hoſt of immaterial Spirits march before him , ſinging Hymns, and accompa- 
ming the great, King our Saviour Chriſt, who comes to his Myiical Sacrifice, and 
is carried by mortal hands. Behold , ſay's he, the Angels that come with the 
Holy Gifts, that is to ſay, with the Body and Blood of Feſus Chriit, from Mount 
Calvary to the Sepulchre. And in another place , the 7ranflation of Holy 
Things, to wit, of the Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt, which come from the Pro- 
+ theſis,and are carry'd to the great Altar , with the Chernbick Hymn ſionifies the 
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entrance of onr Saviour Chriſt from Bethany into Jeruſalem. He fay's more- 
over, that our Sevioar is tarried it the Diſh , and ſhews himſelf in the Bread, 
Xgigev &x Te Ggt® ogwwrror. And as yet 'tis no more than Bread and Wine 
un- conſecrated. 


Arcud.lib de JRCUDIUS obſetves, ſome call this Bread the dead Body of Feſn 

—_— ” Chriſt. He ſay's farther, chat Gabriel de Philadelphia, c4fs it, rhe 1mperfect 
£:7 of Chri#, and proves the Symbols are called in this reſpe&, *24*, Jax, 
cone, x, %xe gle wig, the holy, divine, and unutteratle Myſteries, which 
are the ſame names they give them after their Confecration. 


WHEN they carry them from the Proth+ſis to the great Altar , the 
Quire loudly ſing that which they call the Cherubick Hymn , in which are 
theſe words, Zet the King of Kings, and Lord of Lords , Feſus Chriſt out God 
| ' draw near tobe ſacrifid, and given to the Faithful for Food, At Which tirne 
; ary #6.3 their Devotion is ſo exceſſive, that Arcndins did hot ſcruple to atcuſe the 
"Om Greeks in this reſpe&tof Idolatry, Goar cleats them of thiscrirhe , yet ſay's 
Gear in Fuch. himſelf, that ſome bow, others keel, and «* themeluts proſtrate on the ground, 
wary FN. as being to rective the King of the World inviſibly accompan#d with his Hoty 
_ Angels, that all of *ems ſay their Prayers, of recommend themſclves to the Prayers 
of the Prieſts , and that _ uſually ſpeak to our Saviour Chriſt, as if ht was pey- 
7 rs preſent , praying to him in the words of the good Thief, Lord Remember 
me when thou comeſt into thy Kingdom. The Prieſts anſwer , the Lord God be 

mindful of us all, now and for ever. 


THE Y repeat theſe words without ceafing , till he that carries the 
Symbols is ent'red the SanQtuary , and then they cty out, Bleſſed is he , that 


cometh in the, name of the Lbrd, And yet ſb far there's not any Confſecration, 
and much leſs a Converfion of Subſtance. 


W HILS T the Symbols are ftill on the Table , they ſeparate a Parti- 
cle from the reſt of the Bread in remembrance of our Saviour , and call the 
remainder the Body of the Virgin Mary. They afterwards lay another ſmall 
piece on the right ſide of the firſt, in honour of the Holy Virgih, to the end 
they may ſay, ineffeR ſay's Goar, mxgfgv þ Exn\iCom ox Iifiav CS i indſc- 
{Go XOVCo, MegiCNypurr memoir NpArn , The Otteen is at thy right hand, in 4 
Peitment of Gold wronght with divers colouts. They ſet by another fimall 
piece in honour of St. Zohn Baptiſt, another in honour of the Apoſtles; and 
leveral others for a remembrance of other Saints. Goartells us , they ſepa- 
rate nine pieces after this manner, beſides thoſe of our Saviour , and the 
Bleſſed Virgin his Mother, and that this is done to repreſent the whole Cele- 
ſtial Court. - They afterwards carry all theſe to the great Altar , where the 
Conſecration is performed ; but when they ſpeak of theſe Partictes , they 
call one of *em the Body of the Virgin Mary , th other the Body of $t. John, 
th other the Body of St. Nicholas , and after the ſame manner all the reft. 1 
know Goar denies they are thus called, affirming the Greeks fay only Srofons 
KEerx , the Particle of the Virgin , and not the Body of the Virgin, Tknow 
likewiſe that Arcaudius ſeems not to be agreed in this Point , and perhaps the 
Latins have at length caus'd the Latinis'd Greeks to leave this way of ſpeaking. 
But Goar himſelf fay's, that ſome amongſt the Zatizs have been fofimple to 
imagine , that the Greeks believe the real Preſence of the Body of the Blet- 
ſed Virgin in her Particle of Bread 3 and what likelihood is there, Perſons 
endued with the leaft ſenſe, ſhould fall into this Opinion , if the njraliins | 
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of the Greeks gave them not ſome reafof for it ? Acadivs aſſures us; that i 
his time; there was a certain Perſon in Pylatd, otherwiſe both Pions 2nd Jeary- 
ed, who perſwaded a Lady of Ruſſia to receive wo more the Sacrament from the 
hands of the Prieſts of her Religion,hecauſe they adminiſtred not the Body of Feſus 
Chriſt, but that of the Virgin Mary , and St. Nicholas, &c. This man's mi- 
ſtake,to whom Arcudins gives another kind of Charatter than that of a Ca- 
lumniator , was no otherwiſe occaſioned , but by the manner of ſpeaking 
uſual amongſt the Greeks , who called theſe Particles the Body of this or 


th'other Saint. For *tis not likely he invented this Fable himſelf, which H;/ur.Fect, 
is ſo impertinent and ridiculous. Hottinger affirms, there'sto be ſeen in the 2-7-4.p.20, 


Library of Zarich a Manuſcript; which bears the naine of one Peter Van 
ges, in which is expteſly mention'd, that the Gyeeks affirm , the remainders 
_ of the Conſectated Bread ,\ (whichis tofay , of that Bread froni whence the 
' great Particle has been taken in remembrance of our Saviour , and which 
they diſttibute tothe People at the etid of the Aftion, calling it &li3wgT,) to 
be the temainders of the Body of the Virgin Mary. Guy Citmus telates 
the ſame thing, the thirreenth Erronr of the Greeks, {ay's he," is,that they affirm 
the remainders of the Conſecrated Breatl, are the remains of the Body of the Bleſ- 
ſed Virgin., | 


GERMATN the Patriarch of Conſtantinople , ſpeaks after this man- 7413s 1s; 
fier, we weed Hot doubt , ſay's hes but there are great ſpirithat bleſſings and ad- Eccleſ. 


wantages which do follow from the tonimmuicttion of this Bread, which is the Bo- 
ay of the ang Firgth. And the farne kind of expreffionsare to be ſethi in 
_Boadht#”s relation touching the Greeks : They all of *tm7, hold, fay's he, a moſt 
Yidiculous and extravazant opinion , for they believe that under theſe Particles of 
the Conſecrated Hoit , is really tontaitd the Body of the Virgin , after the ſaine 
manner as the Body of her Son under the principal parts of the ſaid Hoſt, ſo that 
they receive theſe Fragments with tiew Prayers and Preparatives int honour of the 
Mother of our Savionr.. 1 do tot doubt but that Boucher is miſtaken as well 
#s thoſe mentioned by Gor, and this good man of Poland iention'd by 47+ 
tudins ; in imputihg to therh ſuch a ridiculous Superttitionz but 'tis tert#in 
the occaſion of this charge was the manner of the Greeks expreffiig them- 
ſelves, who attribute to theſe Fragments and Particles of Bread, the name of 
the Body of the Virgin and Saints in the fame manner as they call the great 
Particle our Saviour's Body. 


NOW this manifeſtly fhews we ought not to abuſe (as Mr. frnand do's) 
their Myſtical expreffions ; for ſeeirig they apply them to the Bread , when 
4s yet unconſecrated, and fpeak of it as if it was our Saviour himfelf , be- 
having themſelves as if he was preſent it his Humane Nature ; who ther 
can find it ſtrange if they expreſs themſelves above the ordinary rate, «con- 
cerning the Conſecrated Bread , which is the cornfammation of the whole 
Myſtery ? And ſeeing they are not ſparing of their Myſtical expreſſions 
touching .the Particles of Bread: divided and fet apart inhonour of the Vir- 
gin Mary and Saints, what likelihood is there they ſhould be more refery'd 
in reſpect of that, which they confecrate m remembrance of the Son of God, 
afid on which they expreſs with fo great Ceremony and Pomp , the whole 
Oeconomy of our Salvation ? It is evident, that to arrribute ro then the be- 
lief of a real and ſubſtantial Converſion , according to the ſenceof the Ro: 
m1 Church they muſt have explain'd themſelves in clear and proper 
Ferms; for ſhould we be guided by Mr. Arnaud , who makes the moſt tri- 


vial matters ſerye for Proofs, and draws Conſequences from all Sides, wo 
right 
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right or wrong , we ſhould run the hazard of being deceived , as well as 
.* thoſe that imagived the Greeks believed the real preſence of the Virgia Ma- 
7y's Body, and that of St. \Vicholas. 


CHAP. V. 


The Seventh Proof taken from that the Greek&#do nat believe the Partis 
cles of the Virgin Mary and the Saints ought to be conſecrated on the 
reat Altar, as is that of our Saviour, and-yet they diſtribute them to 

the People in the ſame manner as they do the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. 
Ar. Arnaud's Tenth Fallacy laid open. The Eighth Proof taken 
from their believing that the Euchariſt conſecrated on Holy Thurſday, 

| bas a greater Virtue than that which is conſecrated at other times, "The 
Ninth Proof taken out of ſeveral Paſſages of their Litargies, | 


E have ſeen in the preceding Chapter, that the Greeks when 
as yet at the Protheſis, (that is to lay , at the little Altar) do 
ſeparate eleven Particles of Bread, the firſt and principal 
Particle in honour of our Saviour , the ſecond in honour of 

his Holy Mother , and the reſt in honour of the Saints , and that they carry 
all theſe and place them on the high Altar , where the Conlſecration is per- 
form'd. 
: - WE muſt here obſerve they believe not that all theſe Particles are con- 
ſecrated , for they reſtrain this effet to that which bears the name of our 
© Freud. d& Saviour , the others remaining unconſecrated, Arcudins affirms Simeon of 
Sacr.Euch ib. Theſſalonica ( who lived in the beginning of rhe Fifteenth Century ) to be 
—_ the Author of this Opinion , againſt which he with much paſſion inveighs. 
Mr. Arnaud tells us we muſt not attribute this Error to all the Greeks, becauſe, 
fay's he, that Simeon proteſteth before he propoſed it , that he did not offer it 
dog matically , but only as a probable Opinion ; But Arcudirs does not fully ſay 
this, he only tells us that Simeon, at the end of his whole Diſcourſe adds , that he 
mentions not theſe things as Points of Dottrine , becauſe he always follows the 
Sentiments of the Church. This is a Clauſe of Submiſſion , but this is not to 
proteſt before the propoſal of the Opinion, that he offers it but only as a mere 
Opinion. Mr. Arnandadds, That tis likely the Greeks in the Council of Flo- 
Tence did anſwer the Tatins according to the ſence of Simeon, for the Acts men- 
tion that the Biſhop of Mytilene fully ſatisfi'd them touching the QMſtions pro- 
poſed, amoneſt which this was one. But he 1s miſtaken, for the Queſtion of the 
Zatins was not concerning the Conſecration of the ſmall Particles , but 
touching the Making of theſe Particles, and uniting them with the great one, 
Ferri HochauEdvopr weld as iv TH TroCuopd 1 x, wejutv Tel beio x, I: Cmalme 
gle. They demanded of us wherefore we divided the Particles in the Oblation, 
that is to ſay, on the Protheſgs, and afterwards joyned them to the Divine Bread, 
or great Conſecrated \Particle. Now this Queſtion does not reſpe& the 
Conſecration of theſe Particles , but ſuppoles on the contrary they are not 
conſecrated ; for if the Greeks believed they were conſecrated , it would be 


in vain for the Zatins ts demand wherefore they joyn them with that which 
is 


- 
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isconſecrated. It appears likewiſe by Arcuains, that Gabriel of Philadelphia 
maintains this Opinion of the non- Conſecration of theſe Particles, not only 
as the bare Opinion of Simeon of Theſſalonica, but as that of the whole Greek | 
Church, for he recites theſe words of Gabrie/, /Vhat is it which perſwades me Arcudib.y, 
of this? *Tis firſt the Faith , and in the next place the Authority of the Holy ** ** 
Fathers, but in fine, I am perſwaded of this, becauſe "tis the Doitrine which the 

Catholick Church diſperſed over the Face of the whole Earth teacheth and con- 

firmeth. By this Catholick Church he means that of the Greeks. In like 

manner the Jeſuit Francis Richard an Emiſſary, ſpeaking of this Belief 

touching the non-conſecration of the Particles, tells us , that he has had ſeve- Relation of 
ral Diſputes with the Papa's that embraced this Falſe Opinion, and that the People mo of St. 
for want of Inſtrattion know not what to believe. Had Mr. Arnaad carefully FI 
peruſed Zeo Allatins , his chief Author , who has furniſhed him with the 

greateſt part of his Materials touching this Diſpute about the Greeks , he 

might have found this Sentiment to be the ſame with that of the Monks of 

Mount Athos. All the Monks, lay's he, that inhabit Mount Athos, are of this Fvift 2. ad 
Opinion, as teſtifies Athanaſius Venoire, the Archbiſhop of Imbre, who dwelt x Nibuſ. 

longs time with th-m , and 1 my ſelf have ſeen ſeveral who were Prieſts that 

zealouſly maintain'd the ſame thing. 


_—— 


— 


BU T be it as it will, Mr. Ar-2aud and I would draw from one and the 
fame Principle very difterent Concluſions, Phe Principle is that the Greeks 'do 
not believe that the Particles are conſecrated , his Concluſion is, that they 
then hold Tranſubſtantiation, and mine on the contrary,that they then do not 
believe it. Letus now ſee which of theſe Concluſions is the trueſt. 

HE tells us, that when any Object againſt the Greeks , that if their Opi- 
nion be true , it would follow, that they which communicated of theſe Partcles Tnbe4. cap.r; 
would not receive the Body of Feſus Chriſt, they anſwer , there is put into the cap #3339 
part of the Ho#t truly conſecrated, which is mixt with its Particles not conſecrated, 
out of which afterwards they diſtribute in a ſpoon the Communion to the Laity, ſo 
that it commonly happens that all in general receive ſome part of the Body of Fe- 
ſus Chriſt, and when it ſhould fall out otherwiſe, it would only follow they commu 
nicated but of one kind. 


BUT this pretended Anſwer of the Greeks hath no other Foundation 
than Mr. r»aud's Authority, who alleges no Author to confirm it, and 4y- 
cudius who manages this Diſpute againſt Simeon and Gabrie/ , and whence 
Mr. Arnaud has taken all he knows, makes no mention of it. - 


H E adds, 7hat this Errour invincibly proves the Greeks hold Tranſubſtan- 
tiation, and that we need but conſider after what manner they expreſs it. And 
he afterwards produces the Paſſages of Simeon and Gabriel. The Church up- 
on juſt Grounds, ſay's Simeon, offers theſe Particles, to ſhew, that this lively Sa. 
crifice, ſanttifies both the quick and dead , but ſhe makes them not Gods by nature. 
He means, that as the Saints are united to God by Grace ,, butt become not Gods in 
their nature , ſo theſe Particles are united to the Body of Feſus Chrift , altho 
they do not therefore become his Body. And this he clearly expreſſes in theſe 
words. The Saints being united to Feſus Chriſt, ave deifi'd by Grace, but become 
not (Fods by nature ; fo likewiſe the Particles which are offered upon their account, 
obrain holineſs by the participation of the Body and Blood , and become one with 
this Body and Blood by this mixture, but if you conſider them ſeparately, they are 
not the very Body and Blood of Chriſt , but are only joyned ts them, The r7/O 
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biſhop of Philadelphia /ay's the ſame thing in uſing the ſame compariſon, as the 
Souls of the Saints, lay's he, being brought to the light of the Divinity which” 
enlightens them, become Gods only by participation, and not by nature , ſo theſe 
Particles, altho united to the Fleſh and Blood of Feſus Chriſt , are not chanved, 
but receive holineſs by participation. Aﬀter this Mr. Arnaud concludes in theſe 
words , it is as clears the day, that all this has no ſence, but only as it relatesto 
the Doitrine of Tranſubſtantiation, and that as theſe Authors ſuppoſe theſe Par- 
ticles are not tranſubſtantiated, ſo they ſuppoſe the greateſt portion which is offered 
in the name of Feſus Chriſt , and from which aloze is taken what is reſerved for 
the ſick , is effettually tranſubſtantiated , and becomes the very "Body of Feſus 
Chriſt, 


BUT TI ſhall not ſtick to tell him, his Philoſophy deceives him , for theſe 
Authors do not diſpute on this Point , that is to ſay whether theſe Particles 
are tranſubſtantiated or not. But whether they are made the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt in the ſame manner as the great Portion. And this does in truth 
ſuppoſe that the great Portiorf es this Body, but not thar it is tran- 
' ſubſtantiated. The compariſon they uſe does not favour this pretended 
ſuppoſition , for they raean no more by it than this , thar as the Saints are 
indeed united unto God , and partake of his holineſs, but become not 
Gods by nature, ſo the Particles which repreſent the Saints , are really united 
with the great one which repreſents our Saviour Chriſt , and partake of 
its SanQification,but they become not effetually what the great one is made, 
to wit , the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. And this is their reaſoning which does 
not ſatisfie us how the great Particle is made this Body, whether by a Sub- 
ſtantial Converſion, or otherwiſe. And thus does Mr. Arzaud's Logick con- 
clude nothing. 


LE T vs fee now the Concluſion I pretend to draw hence. Firſt, we are 
agreed that in S;meor”s ſence theſe little Particles are bread in Subſtance, and 
repreſent the Saints. Now if we ſuppoſe the biggeſt ceaſesto be Bread, and 
is made the proper Subſtance of Jeſus Chriſt, there can be nothing more im- 
pertinent than the Ceremony of the Greeks, to place in the ſame Myſtery 
round about our Saviour, who is in his own proper Subſtance, not real Saints, 
but little morſels of Bread which repreſent them. Now methinks there is 
a great deal more reaſon in ſaying that the great Particle is the Myſtical Bo- * 
dy of Jeſus Chriſt , and the ſmall ones according to their way , myſtical 
Saints, than to fay that the great one is ſubſtantially Jeſus Chriſt , and the 
{mall ones, are only Bread in Subſtance, and Saints in the Myſtery, 


MOREOVER, what means S$/meor, when he tells us, that:the ſmall 
Part*cles become one with the Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt by mixture? which 
is to ſay, that when they joyn them with the great Particle in the Cup, and 
mix them therein together , it is no more then but one and the ſame thing. 
For if we ſuppole, that as well the great one, as theTeſfer , are the Body of 
Jeſus Chriſt, and myftical Saints, 1 find'no difficulty therein , for he means 
that all theſe Particles put together make no more than one Myſtery , which 
expreſles that perfe& Unity, which is between Chriſt and his Saints,which to. 
gether with him make but one Body. Butif on the contrary we ſuppoſe that 
the firſt Particle is Jeſus Chriſt in Subſtance , there will be found nothing 
more abſurd than the expreſſion of this Perſon , when he tells us that lictie 
Saints made of Bread are converted into the very Subſtance of Jeſus Chriſt. 
He 15 one and the ſame with his true Saints, whether they are in Heaven or on 


s * Earth, 
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Earth , butto ſay he becomes one and thie ſame with their Figures and Repre- 
ſentations, or with Crums of Bread, which repreſent them on an Altar, is in 
my opinion ſuch an extravagant fancy, that we ought not to charge the Greeks 


with it; 


I'N fine Arcndins aſſures us, that *tis cuſtomary to adminiſter theſe Parti- 
cles tothe People, after the ſame manner as wedo the Sacrament, He ſay's 
indeed that Simeon and Gabriel warned the Curats not to diſtribute them in 
this manner to the People , bur to adminiſter them with the gteat Particle ; 
mixt and preſſed together in the Cup. Zet , adds he , Simeon ambignonſly SIR _y; 
expreſſes himſelf, for he ſay's that the Particles are the Body of oun, Lord, when Po 
they are mixt with the Body and Blood, and are not ſo being ſeparate, and there- 
fore the Faithful may partake of them in the Sacrament , which Is to lay , they 
may receive them as the real Sacrament. Now tell me I beſeech you, whe- 
ther tis likely a man that believes the Z«chariſt to be the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt, inits proper Subſtance, would ſpeak after this manner. Theſe Par- 
ticles, ſay's he, become the Body of our Lord when mixt , but ſeparate they 
are not ſo. Is it that the conjunAtionand mixture tranſubſtantiates them, and 
the ſeparation untranſubſtantiates them ? If this be his meaning , why does 
he ſo earneſtly aſſert, that they are not conſecrated ? Why does Gabriel his Dif: 
ciple, ſay , that they are not changed , altho united? He muſt certainly mean 754. 
they are the Body of Chriſt, otherwiſe than in propriety of Subſtance, and 
he ſufficiently explains himſelf, when he ſays in the ſecond paſſage which 
Mr. Arnaud has alleged , Konwvsn pv T8 Capel; Te , dial», they partici- Apud Arc. 
pate of the Body and Blood of our Zord, which Mr. Arnaud underſtood not mw oy a 
amiſs when he tranſlated it, they receive holineſs by the participation of the ** **" 
Body and Blood. Which is to ſay , they are made the Body and Blood by a 
Communication of Sanftity,which comes to them from the great Particle by 
means of the mixture , even tothe making them capable of beifg given in 
the Communion to the Faithful. Now there are feveral things which do 
hence neceſſarily follow. For firſt, it follows that the Bread which is the Bo- 
dy of Jeſus Chriſt, not in Subſtance, bur in SanQikicarion, is ſufficient for the 
Communion of the Faithful. Secondly , that the great Particle is the Body 
of Jeſus Chriſt in ſuch a manner that it may be communicated to another 
piece of Bread without the change of its Subſtance, and by conſequence that 
It 1s not it ſelf this Body ſubſtantially, for beſides that this manner of being 
the Body of Jeſus Chriſt is incommunicable, it is evident that if it could be 
communicated to another Subject, even to the making of it the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt, it thenr follows that this other Subje& muſt be tranſubſtantiated. In 
a word, Simeon's meaning is, that the great Particle is in ſuch a manner the 
Bcdy of Jclus Chriſt , thatit may communicate this honour to the reſt, and 
make th:m become the Body of Jeſus Chriſt in ſuch a ſort as renders them 
proper tor the Communion. And to the {ame effeCt are theſe words of 4y- 
cadias. He- ſaith, fay's he, that the Particles are the Body of our Lord , when 
mixt with the Body and Blood, and therefore the Faithful may receive them in the 
Sacrament, and theſe other words, KOIVGVSOL jay TH GC ojmdles Te X, aud G-, they 
communicate , or participate of the Body and Blood of onr Lord. It isthen evi- 
dent he means not that the great Particle is the Body of Chriſt in propriety 
of Subſtance , tor this propriety cannot be communicated to another SubjeR, 
it we ſuppoſe at the ſame time as S/mzeon does , that this other SubjeR re- 
mains really Bread. 
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endeavour'd to eſcape it by his uſual Artifices , for on one hand he has con- 
cealed from us what Arcudinus has expresfly declared, to wit, that theſe Par. 
ticles are the Body of Chriſt being mixt , and that the faithful may partake 
of them asof the Sacrament, and on the other , he has mi{-repreſented' Sime- 
03's ſence, and pretended it ro be to. his advantage. But all his Artitices can- 
not hinder us from perceiving that the real Sentiment of the Greek Church 
is; 1. Thar the Subſtance of Bread remains in all the Particles , that is to 
ſay, as well in that which 1s conſecrated as in all the reſt. 2, Thatthe con- 
ſecrated Particle becomes the Body of Jeſus Chriſt in full virtue of SanQtifi- 
cation, and is as it were a Fountain of Grace and Divine Efficacy. 3. That 
the other Particles by mixture and union with the great Particle do partake 
of this SanAification , and become by this means the Body and Blood of our 
Lord , not after a complete and perte&t manner like unto the great Particle, 
but in a far lower degree, which is yet ſufficient to make them proper to be 
diſtributed tothe People in the Communion, as being the Body and Blood of 


our Lord. 


W E ſhall be confirm'd in this opinion , if we conſider the eighth Proof 
which I ſþall here offer, It conſiſts in that the Greets believe the Zachari/t 
. conſecrated on Holy 1hurſday , to have a greater efficacy than that which is 
conſecrated at other times , which may be verifi'd if *rwere- rieedful by the 
teſtimony of ſeveral Authors. See here what Prareolus ſays, They aſſure us, 
ſay's he, that this excell:ur myſtery conſecrated on the day in which our Saviour 
celebrated his Supper, that is to ſay, on Thurſday in the Holy Week, hath a wiore 
Prereol. Elem: exceMent virtue, and is more efficatious than when tis conſecrated on other days, 
Hereſlib-7. and "tis for this reaſon, according to Guy Le Carmes Relation , that they conſe- 
Pag-20T-Þ cratethe Euchariſt (for the ſick) on no cther day of the year than in that where- 
in our Saviour made his laſt Supper, which they keep all the year only for this pur- 
poſe. John de [asko Archbilhop of Gzeſze, and Ambaſſadour from the King 
of Poland to Leo X. in the year 1514, relates the ſame thing of the Mofco 
vites, whoſe Religion as every one knows, is in a manner the ſame with that 
Raynald a8 f the Greeks. - As to the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, lay's he, which the Y £0n- 
ited wo ſerrate on the day in which our Lord made his laſt Supper, they ſay that this only 
is proper for the ſi:k, and not that which is conſecrated at other times , ſo that 
they conſecrate Bread on that day for the whole year , in a Chalice prepared for 
that purpoſe,and put it ary and full of maggots (as it is) into the month of the ſich 
with a ſpoon. Poſſevin the Jeſuit in the writing he preſented to the great 
'Duke of 4Z7z/coviz in the year 1582, In which he reckons up the Errours 
Poſſevin. in of the Greeks, eſpecially remarks this as one of the chief; 7hey err, ſay's he, 
Miſe P433-43- in ſaying the moſt excell-nt Sacrament of the Fachariſt, which is conſecrated on 
the day in which our Lord made his laſt Supper, is more efficacious and of greats 
.er virtue than that which is conſecrated on other diys. Anthony Caucus Arch: 
biſhop of Corcyra 1n his Relation of the Errors of the Greeks to Pope Grego- 
ry the XIII. obſerves likewiſe in the 14th. Article ; 7hat they hold the Sacra- 
went of the Euchariſt, which is conſecrated on the day in which our Lord made Ws. 
laſt Supper, has a greater virtue than that conſecrated on othor times. Allatius 
mentions this Article of Caucxs, amongſt others, which he cenſures as ca- 
lumnies ;z but alcho he is very earneſt to refute this Archbiſhop, and treats 
him as unworthily as may be. without any reſpe&t to his Dignity, even to the 
Al-1.dprr- calling of him, os durum + Stygrum, non niſi mentiri gnarum , yet has nor he 
— dared to touch on this Article in particular, and his outrages only confirm in 
ED this regard the Authority of Cancas, and the truth of his Relation, 


AL PHONSUS 
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ALPHONSUS de Caſtroattributes this ſame opinion to the Greeks. 
He alledges for this effeft, the Teſtimony of Gzy Cermus ; and altho he has A 


been accuſtomed not to ſpare him in his cenſures whenſoever he can find the Euchar.bere/; 


leaſt occaſion, yet does he agree with him in this particular , ſaying, we muſt 5: 
not wonder if the Greeks be in this Errour,ſeeing the Genius of that People lies, 
iu expreſſing themſetves after a vin manner, and in inventing of Fables, 


ARCUDTIUS confirms the ſamething , Zhere are, fay's he, People ſo Arcud. lib.z] 


impertinent, as go believe, the Holy Euchariſt which is prepared on that day ( Ho- 55 
ly Thurſday) bach 4 greater virtue to ſanttifie them who receive it , than that 
which is conſecrated on another day. As if it were not ſtill the ſame Feſus Chriſt, 
or as if our Lord was at ſometimes more powerful than at others, 


I F it be demanded what conſequence we can hencedraw againſt Tran- 
ſubſtantiation; I anſwer it appears plain enough in it ſelf, For if we ſup- 

ſe the Greeks hold the Euchariſt to be made the Body of Jeſus Chrilt, 
in virtue and efficacy , by means of this abundant fanQtification which the 
Bread receives, we jhall not find any abſurdity in this other Opinion, which 
they hold, concerning the Zuchariſt conſecrated on Holy Thurſday, namely, 
that it is more efficacious than that conſecrated on other days, for this ſanRi- 
fication of the Bread , and quickning Grace which accompanies it may have 
its degrees; it receives more and leſs, as the Schoolmen ſpeak ; but if 
you ſuppoſe the Exchariſt tobe made the Body of Jeſus Chriſt by converſion 
of Subſtance, this more and this leſs, which they imagine, cannot be admit- 
ted ; it 15 true indeed that the Sacrament will produce various effefts, ac- 
cording to the various diſpoſitions of the Perſons who receive it , and ac- 
cording as there ſhall be more or leſs devotion in a man's Soul , it will feel 
more or leſs the ſtrength of Grace , but the cauſe will be in them who ſhall 
receive the Sacrament, and not in the Sacrament it ſelf, nor in the day of its 
Conſecration. If the Bread becomes the proper Subſtance of the Son of 
God, it is always of equal virtue in it ſelf; and the time of Conſecration, 


/ can neither encreaſe nor diminiſh it. It is then ſcarcely to be imagined, that 


Perſons who believe Tranſubſtantiation, can fall into this other Opinion ; for 
is it not the ſame Subſtance , the ſame Jeſus Chriſt perſonally , 1s it not one 
and the ſame Converſion , which terminates it fell in the ſame Subje& ? 
Whence then can proceed this more and /z/s ? Would they ſay that the Tran- 
ſubſtantiation is made more on one day than another ? This thought cannot 
happen in the mind of thoſe that know what Tranſubſtantiation means. Do 
'they mean that the Body of Jeſus Chriſt has greater virtue in it one day than 


"another ? This thought likewiſe cannot happen in the mind of thoſe that 


know what our Saviour is. Do they hereby only mean that he diſplays a 
greater efficacy one day than another , altho he has ever the ſame meaſure 
of it in himſelf ? It is certain that this more and this leſs of Grace , which 
the Faithful receive in the Communion ( ſuppoſing we take the proper Sub- 
ſtance of Jeſus Chriſt with the mouths of our Bodies) cannot proceed from * 
any other cauſe, but that of more orleſs devotion , which we bring with us 
to the Lord's Table. So that this Opinion of the Greeks being found incon- 
ſiſtant with that of Tranſubſtantiation, and moreover it not appearing clear- 
ly to us that they have this latter , whereas it is plainly manifeſt they have 
the other , we are obliged to conclude they hold not the ſubſtantial Conver- 
fion. I know we muſt not imagine that men do always ſo exaQtly adjuſt 
their Sentiments, that they never contradi& themſelyes; and nr - 
i the 
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the Greeks are ignorant enough to have on the ſame Subje& contradiQtory 
Opinions, - but belides that there are certain palpable contradictions, of which 
few men bow bruitiſh fſoever they. be axe capable , as this would be to be- 
lieve that the Euchariſt is the proper Subſtance of the Son of God;,, and yet 
to. be of a more excellent virtue being. conſecrated on Holy Thurſday thag 
on other days ; beſides rhis.Ifay , {ceingit does not expreſly and clearly ap- 
pear to us from any thing elſe that they believe Tranſubſtantiation it 1s tar 
more juſt to give totheir Terms, onthe ſubject of the Change which happens 
to the Bread , a fence which agrees with this aforementioned belief, than to 
ove them another which wholly contradiQts it , and makes them ridiculous. 
If they muſt be led to the Subſtantial Converſion , or carried off from it by 
way of explication of their general expreſſions, there Is more reaſon to ex- 
pound them in a ſence conformable to their other Opinions , than to make 
them guilty of manifeſt ablurdities. 


W OUL D Mr. Arnaud lay aſide for a while this Perfonal Intereſt 
wherewith he ſeems to be —— in this Diſpute, and conſider things 
without paſſion ; I am perſwaded he would foon acknowledge that the 
ſence he unputes to the Greeks has no reſemblance with the Terms of their 
Liturgies , nor other uſual expreſſions. As for example , we would know 
how we mult underſtand this Clauſe of their Liturgies , Zeke this Bread the 
precious Body of thy Chriſt, and that which is in. this Cup the precious Blood 
of thy Chriſt, changing them by the virtue of thy Holy Spirit. Mr. Arnaud un- 
derſtands them as mentioning a change of Subſtance ; I ſay on the contrary, 
theſe are general Terms , to which we cannot give at fartheſt any more than 
a general fence, and that if they muft have a particular and determunate one, 
we muſt underſtand them in the ſence of a Myſtical change, and a change of 
SanQification , which conſiſts in that the Bread 1s to us in the ſtead at the 
Natural Body of Jeſus Chriſt , that it makes deep impreſſions of him 
in our Souls , that it fpiritually communicates him to us, and that *tis accom- 

ani'd with a quickning grace which ſanQifies it, and makes it to be in ſome 
an one and the ſame thing with the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , and: yer does 
not this hinder but that the Natural Subftance of Bread remains, Let us 
examine the Liturgies themſelves, to {ce which of theſe two ſences are molt 
agreeable thereunto. X 


W E ſhall find inthat which goes under the name of St. Chryſoftom , and 
which is the molt in uſe amongſt the Greeks,that immediately atter the Prieſt 
has ſaid, Make this Bread to become the precious Body of thy Chriſt, and that 
which is in the Chalice the precious Blood of thy Chriſt, changing them by thy 
Holy Spirit , he adds, to the end they may purifie the Souls of thoſe that receive 
them, that is to ſay, be made a proper means to purific the Soul , by the remiſſios 
of its ſins and communication of the Holy Spirit, &c., Thele words do ſuffici- 
ently explain what kind of change we muſt underſtand by them , namely, a 
change of SanCtificationand virtue , for did they mean a change of Sub- 
ſtance, it ſhould have been ſaid, changing them by thy Holy Spirit, to the 
end they may be made the proper Subſtance of this Body and Blood , or 
ſome ſuch like expreſſions. 


In the Liturgy, which goes under the name of St. Fames , we find almolt 
the ſame thing; Sexd, ſay's it, thy Holy Spirit upon us and theſe Holy Gifts !y- 
ing here before thee, to the end that he coming may (anttifie them by his holy, good 


and glorious preſence; and make this Bread to become the Holy Body of 1 
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Chriſt, and this Chalice the precious Blood of thy Chriſt, to the end it may have 
this effect to all them which ſhall receive it , namely , purifie their Soals from all 
manner of ſin, and make them abound in good works, and obtain everlaſting life. 
And this methinks does ſufficiently determine , how the Bread is made the 
Body of Jeſus Chriſt ; to wit, in being ſanctif'd by the | ern of his Spi- 


rit, and procuring the remiſſion of. our ſins and our SanCtification. 


The Liturgy which bears the name of St. arc, has almoſt the ſame ex- 


preſſions, Send on us and on theſe Loaves and C halices thy Holy Spirit, that he 1bid, 


may ſanitifie and conſecrate them, even as God Almighty ; aud make the Bread, 
the Body, and the Cup the Blood of the New Teftament of our Lord God and Sa- 
viour Feſus Chriſt , our Sovereign King ; tothe end they may become to all thoſe 
who ſhall participate of them, a means of obtaining Faith, Sobriety, Health, 
Temperance, 4 regeneration of Soul and Body, the participation of Felicity, &- 
ternal Life , to the glory of thy great name. A Perlon whoſe mind is not 
wholly prepoſſeſſed with prejudice , carinot but perceive that this Clauſe, zo 
the end they may become, &c. 1s the explication of the foregoing words, change 
them into the Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt, and that it determines them, zo 
achange, not of Subſtance , but of SanQification and Virtue. This Truth 
is ſo evident, that Arcudins has not ſcrupled to acknowledge, that if rhis 


Clauſe be taken (make this Bread the Body of thy Chriſt) in an abſolute ſence, Arcud. 1ib.z; 
thatis to ſay, that it be made the Body of Chriſt, not in reſpe& of us, but*?-33- 


ſimply in 1t ſelf) it will have no agreement nor coherence with theſe other 
words that follow, to the end they may be made, &c. And he makes of this a 
Principle , for the concluding , that the Conſecration is .not- performed 
by this Prayer, but that *tis already perfected by the words , this is xy Body, 
direaly contrary to the Sentiment of the Greeks , who affirm *ris made by 


the Prayer. So that if we apply Arcudius's Obſervation to the true Opinion 


of the Greek Church , to wit, that the Conlecration is performed by this 
Prayer, we ſhall plainly perceive that their ſence is, That the Bread is made 
the Body of Jeſus Chriſt in reſpect of us, inaſmuch as it ſanRifes us and ef- 
fe the remiſſion of our fins. 


AND with this agrees the Term of «24%% to ſazTife:, which the 
Greeks commonly make uſe of to expreſs the Aft of Conſecratian , art! that 
of «M1*Cuele, the Sandtifications , by which they. expreſs their Myſteries, 
as appears by the Liturgies, and thoſe- of «4 Peg , Keno Ig , «24% 
pu/pewt , wire (mia, xmG- 00>, the boly Gifts, the ſauitified Gifts, 
the holy Myſteries, the quickuing Myſteries, the holy Bread, which are common 
expreſſions amongſt / cn All which favours the change of SanQification. 


ON the other hand we ſhall find in the Liturgy of-St. Chryſoſfom , that 
the name of Bread is given three times to the Sacrament after Conſecrati- 
on , in the Poztificia four times, and in the declaration of the preſanQifi'd 
Bread, it is ſo called ſeven times. In the Liturgy of St. Baf/ the Prieſt 


makes this Prayer immediately after the Conſecration, Zord ,, remember me _4;cti.Hagere 
a ſinner, and as to us who participate all of us of the ſame Bread, and Cup, praut Apud.Goar, 
we may live in Union , and in the Communion of the ſame Hoty Spirit. Like- in Euchol, 


wiſe what the Zatins call Ciborium, the Greeks call #&72pd@,v, which is as 
much as to ſay, 4 Bread Saver, and 'tis1n it wherein they put that which they 
call the preſanitifi'd Bread , being the Communion for. the, ſick: I know 
what is wont to be faid in reference to this, namely, that the Sucharift is call- 
cd Bread upon the account of its Species , that is to- ſay , of its Accidents, 

. | which 


T bat the Greeks do not Book | Ti 


Bibl. Patr, 
Grace Lat. 
Tom.z., 


Eurbo.Goar. 


which remain ſuſtain'd by the Almighty Power of God without a Subje&; 
but the Greeks themſelves ſhould give us this explication ; for till then we 
may preſume upon the favour of the natural {ignification of rhe Term, 
which we not finding attended with the Glofs of the Zatins , it muſt there- 
fore be granted not to favour the Convertion of the Subſtances, 


IT is no more favour'd by {cveral other Clauſes in the ſame Liturgy. 
For in that of St. Fames there 1s a Prayer, which the Prieſt diretts to our 
Saviour in Heaven ; altho he has the Conſecrated Bread before him , "am, 
fay's he, 5 2» &146- evorownuerG-, wer ayiao nuts Te oye 1* ofs KeCUTO-, 
#, Th Eanqorri(C{ 7 oavayts Cs mvuud go, O thou Holy One, that dwell:ſt in 
the Holy Places, ſanitifie us by the Ford of thy Grace , and coming of thy Holy 
Spirit. We find this ſame Prayer in St. AZart's Liturgy. In thoſe of St. 
Baſile, ang Chryſoſtom, there is another directed after the ſame manner to our 
Saviour in Heaven. LZook down we beſeech thee, ſay's it, O Lord Feſus Chriſt our 
God, from the Holy Place of thy Habitation, and Throne of thy Glory, which is 
in thy Kingdom, and come to ſanitifie us, thou that ſitteſt at the right hand of the 
Father, and art here with us inviſibly. Mr. Arnaud perverts theſe laſt words, 
and who art here inviſibly with us, not conlidering they relate to that part of 
the Petition, wherein, they beſeech him, to come and ſanttifie them, and that 
they only ſignifie this inviſible preſence of his Grace and Divinity, which he 
promiſed his Diſciples when he lefr the World , and aſcended up into Hca- 
ven. Itplainly appears that the intention of the Greck Church is to ſend up 
their Devotions to the Place where our Saviour inhabits. How comes it to 
paſs, we find not at leaſt one Prayer wherein is expreſſed, that he has clothed 
the proper Subſtance of his Humanity , with the Veil of the Accidents, or 
ſome ſuch like words ? But on the contrary , when the Prieſt reads with a 
loud voice, 7% & Me Tois «you, Holy. Things are for Holy Perſons, the Quire 
anſwers, there is only one that is Holy, only one Lord, who is Feſus Chriſt, at the 
Glory of God the Father. For 'tis clear, that thefe words, at the Glory of God 
the Father , mean that he is above in Heaven. In the Liturgy of the pre- 
fanfif'd (Bread,) the Prieſt thus addreſſes himſelf ro God, beleeching him, 
that his only Son may reſt on this Altar by vertue of theſe dreadful Myſteries there- 
on expoſed ; thus manifeſtly diſtinguiſhing the Myſteries from Jeſus Chriſt, 
and immediately prays, 7hat he wonld ſanctifie our Souls and Bodies, by a perpe- 
rual Sanitification , to the end that partaking of theſe Holy Things with a pure 
Conſciente , a holy aſſurance, and enlightned mind , and being quickued by them, 
we may be united to Feſus Chriſt himſelf,our true God, who has ſaid,he that eateth 


. my Fleſh and drinks my Blood, dwells in me, and 7 in him. By which words it 


is evident, that the Myſteries are plainly diſtinguiſhed from our Saviour hin 
ſelf, and that thoſe who receive them unworthily , are not united with hins. 
Inthe Liturgy of St. Baſil the Prieſt prays , 7hat receiving with the Teſtimony 
of a pure Conſcience the Particle of the Sanitifications of God,we may be united to 
the Body and Blood of his Chriſt, and that receiving theſe things worthily ve may 
have F«ſus Chriſt dwelling in our hearts. Theſe words do moreover diltin- 
euiſh Jeſus Chriſt from the Sacrament he has ordained, and tis certain theſe 
Terms, of Zeſus Chriſt dwelling in our hearts , do more are intimate a Spi- 
ritual Communion , than a corporeal one. In fine inthis fame Liturgy the 
Prieſt having performed his Office in this particular , makes a Prayer unto 
God, in which he recapitulates whatſoever has paſſed in this Myſtical Cele- 
bration z but mentions not the leaſt tittle concerning Tranſubſtantiation. 
He have ſay*s heyfiniſhed and conſummated the Myſtery of thy Oeconomy, O Fe(us 
Chriſt our God, as far as we have been able. For we have celebrated the memory 


of 
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of thy Death, we have beheld the Figure of thy Refurrettion;, we have been filled 
with thy never fading Life , and been made partakers of thy immortal Pleaſures, 
grant we may be found worthy to enjoy the ſame in the World to come. Is 1t not 
a wonderful thing there ſhould not in all this be the leaſt mention of the con- 
verſion of the Subſtances , which is yet in the ſence of the Roman Church 
the moſt efſential parr of that Myſtery, that whereuntoall the reft does rend, 
and whereon depends ſo much , that the reſt withoutthis would Ggnifie no- 
thing. Let Mr. Arnaud alledge what he pleaſes, *tis not ro be imagin'd the 
Greek Church would forget this part of the Myſtery in ſuch a folemn reca- 
pitulation which it makes to God at the end of its Office, did ſhe in effeft be- 
lieve any other Change in the Bread, than that of its Virtue and Holynefs. 


_—_—— 


” 
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The Tenth Proof taken from that the Greeks do often uſe an extenuating 
Term, when they call the Euchariſt the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. The 
Eleventh from their not believing the wicked who partake of the Eu- 
chariſt , do receive the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. The Twelfth from 
their believing the dead, and thoſe in Deſerts remote from all Commerce, 
do receive the ſame as we do in the Communion. | 


ſus Chriſt, yet muſt we not thereupon immediately conclude that. 

they are in this reſpe&t of the ſame opinion with the Church of 

Rome; and adopted Tranſubſtantiation or the ſubſtanrial preſence ws 
amongſt the Articles of their Faith. One Proof of the contrary of this, is, 
that ſometimes, when they mention the conſecrated Bread , and give it the 
name of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, they add a Term of Diminution, which 
ſhews they do not mean that ir is his Body in propriety of Subſtance. 
Which appears by a paſſage taken out of Ba/ſamoz on the Seventieth Canon 
of the Apoſtles. This Canon ordains a puniſhmeat to thoſe char ſhall faſt 
with the Fews,and celebrate their Feaſts ; and B/ſamon takes hence an occa- 
ſion to inveigh againſt the Feaſts of unleavened Bread, in theſe words, JF a Balſam. in 
man deſerves to be depoſed only for eating unleavened Bread with the Jews; and ©" 5. A- 
expelled the Chriſtian Communion , what puniſhment do they not then deſerve that ** FO". 
partake of it , as of the Body of our Lord, and celebrate the Paſſover after the 
ſame manner as they do ? 


. LTH O the Greeks do frequently call the Zuchariſt the Body of <Je- 


MATTHEW Blaſtarius, ſpeaks almoſt to the ſame purpoſe, itt Arcud;- : 
us. They, ſay's he, that celebrate the myſtical Sacrifice with unleavened Bread, w_ 35.3. 
do greatly offend againſt the Chriſtian Cuſtoms ; for if they who only eat the un- © 
lexven'd Bread of the Feaſt of the Jews , onght to be depoſed and excommunic 4- 
red, what excuſe can they make for themſelves, who receive it as if it were the Bo- 


dy of our Lord. 


SIM EON of Theſſalonica expounding that paſſage of the Liturgy,where 
the Prieſt perfumes the Gifts, in ſaying thele words , 52 tho exalted, O God, 


above 


A 


” 


at 
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above the Heavens , and. be thou glorifiid thro out all the Farth , the 
Prieſt , ſay's he, ſpeaks of the Aſcenſion of our Lord, and the” Glory here. 
ceived when he was preached to.every Creature ;, as if , he ſpoke to our Saviour 
himſelf, and ſaid to him , Thou art deſcended to «s , thou haſt aſcended into Hea- 
ven, and filleſt the whole Farth with thy Glory. And therefore do we celebrate 
theſe Holy Myſteries , and partake of and poſſeſs thee eternally, Wherefore 
have we this (as if ) he ſpoke to him, 61014 BehiunrG- TH awliigy, which Goar 
Gier in Eu- has well tranſ{lfted , Quaſi cum ſalvatore diſſereret. How comes it to paſs, 1 
cbolp.153. ſay, we havethis, quaſi, if in effeQt our Saviour was preſent , and the Prieſt 
ſpake to him'? It may bealledged the paſſages Icome from producing have 
| <A ambiguity , for it may be doubted whether by the aforemention'd 
*Atvuc, is meant, 4s being the Body of our Lord, or as if it were the Boay of our 
Zord , that is to ſay, as if it were1n the ſtead of our Lord's Body. But firſt 
of all this ambiguity is void in reſpeQt of the paſſage of Simeox, who tells us, 
that the Prieſt does, as it were ſpeak to our Saviour ; for it cannot be alledged, 
that this is either a quaſi of quality or of /dentity, if I may ſo ſpeak, nor give 
it another ſence than this, to wit, that the Prieſt ſpeaks no otherwiſe , than if 
he had our Saviour himſelf in Perſon before him, and direQed his Diſcourſe 
Apud Att. to him , in the ſame ſence, as he ſays, Zet us ſee our Saviour ſpeaking in the 
_ enſ- Goſpel, and that he is, as it were, preſent , 6s Toe $2, and elſewhere , 7hat 
W413 The Prieſt holding the Goſpel in his hand , gives it to be kiſſed by him that takes 
upon him the Chriſtian Profeſſion, as if it were our Saviour himſelf, <5 T ouleg, 
and ſays to him, behold Feſus Chriſt is inviſibly preſent in the midſt of us. 
Now this contributes to the reſolving of whatſoever may ſeem doubtful in 
the other paſſages. 


MOREOVER the reaſoning of Balſamon and Blaſtarius clears the 
difficulty : for if we ſuppole they believed Tranſubſtantiation , we cannor 
give any tollerable {ence to their Diſcourſes. In effeR, either they acknow- 
ledged that the Azyme was changed into the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , as well 
as the leavened Bread, or deni'd it; if they acknowledged it, their ſence is, 
that”cis a great crime to eatthe proper Body of Jeſus Chriſt , under the Ac- 
cidents of an Azyme. Now this is abſurd : for if the Body of Chriſt be 
really underthe Accidents of the Azyme, what crime is there in thus eating 
of ir? For that which 1s eaten 1s no longer a real Azyme , but the Subſtance 
of the Body it felt. Wheretorxe moreover ſhould they be judged more 
worthy of condemnation than thoſe who mix themſelves with the #ews 
when they celebrate their Feaſt , and eat unleavened Bread with them ? For 
the latter of theſe do really eat an Azyme, whereas the others receive only 

' the Accidents of it , which ſerve as a vayl to the proper fleſh of our Lord. 
IF it be ſaid they do not acknowledge the {zyme to be changed intothe Body 
of Jeſus Chriſt,as the leavened Bread is, their ſence will be that *cis a greater 
Crime to cat an Azyme,in ſuppoling it to be the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, than to 
eat the ſame Azyme, wittingly and willingly, in the Communion of the 
Fews. Now this is no leſs abſurd, for the intention, and belief, which the 
firſt have, leflens their fault, whereas the knowledge and intention of the 0- 
ther aggravates it. They that eat the zyme with the Fews , mean only to 
eat an zyme; whereas thoſe that ear it in imagining they eat the Body of 
our Lord, pretend nothing leſs than toeat an Azyme ; fo that it cannot be 
ſaid in this reſpeQ, but that the crime of theſe laſt is greater than that of the 
others. It muſt then be granted that to give a likely ſence to Balſamon and 
Blaſtarius, their quaſi —_ be a quaſi of compariſon and not of dextity, and 
that they mean, that for a man to eat unleavened Bread in ſtead of the Body 
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of Jeſus Chriſt; is a greater crime than to eat it ſimply with the Fews, be- 

caule this is an introducing of Judaiſm in the Chriſtian Religion , and to 

make of that which is accurſed , the Myitery of our Lord's Body: Mr. 4r- 

aud will without doubt reply , that they diſpute againſt the tas, and 

by conſequence this guafi ought to be taken in the tence of the Zatizs, Now 

the Greeks know very well that the Zatins do not receive the Bread of the 
Euchariſt inſtead of rhe Body of Jeſus C hriſt , bur as being really and in et: 

feft this Body -it ſelf. I anlwer that 5a{ſamon and Blaſtarins dy not diſpute 

in particular againſt the Zatizs , whom they do not ſo much as mention in 

the Commentary they wrote on the Seventieth Canon of the Apoſtles ; but 

eſtabliſh in general this Rule , that we ought nor to eat nnleavened Bread in 

this Myſtery. Sothar this ſubterfuge will not ferve Mr. 4:»a«4's turn, for 

their q»aſ/ mult be taken in the ſerice of. the Greeks, and nor in the ſence of 

the Zatins, Bur ſuppoſing there be ſill a great deal of ambiguity in this 

Term ; yet is it fully cleared by the exprefiton of Zohn Cirrius ina pailage 

cited by Zletins; Ve offer, lay's he, leaven'd Bread in the Sacrifice inſtead of Arud Abit: 
the Body of our Lord, And this is the meaning of this <5, of the Greets, /* 3 -* pp. 
as the Body, that is to lay, inſtead of the Boay. |, Guy cops 


IT is inthe ſame ſence that Germain the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, ſay's, 
That as often as we eat this Bread , and drink of this Cup 5 we conf/ (s the Death 
and Reſurreition of Fe[us Chriſt, and that in this Belief we eat the Bread , and 
arink of the Cup, AS of the Fliſh of the Son of Goa, confeſſing his Death and 
Reſurrection. We find the Tame Particle uſed by Viceres Choniatus, Our 
Saviour, lay's he, is AS it were eaten after his Reſurrecfion. 


ST. Athanaſius uſed this Particle, A FS a great while before him , Our "en 

Seviow, fay's he, fter his Polſon and Keſarreition ſent is Footer, to qather (nn 
together the Nations , having ſpread his Table , which is the Holy Attar from Nic. V1 ali- 
which he gives the heavenly and incorrnptible Bread, to wit, his Body, aud Hine « ſub nomint 
that makes glad the heart of man, 45 67i ueglieg ne4Cor T8 wavry dun, 909 
minaling, AS it were his Blood in the Chalice. Theſe quaſi”s have ſuch a bad 
relliſh with them, that Father NVoier , alledging this paſſage of St. Athanaſs- 
#s , has thought good to leave it out , and 'tis the ſame antipathy to qzaf's 
that obliged the Tranſlators of 4797s to leave out one , which they found on 
another SubjeCt in the Text of St. Pas in his Third C hapter of the Firſt E- 
piitle to the Corinthians Verle 15, For whereas the Greck reads, a97G- 5 
ow Wl, B76 5 45 Ax TO-, ipſe autem ſatuns erit ; fic tamen quaſs per 
i2nem, which they have tranſlated, he ſhah be ſaved, but muſt paſs thro the fire. 
The reſpect due to St. Par could nor ſave his quaſi from the fury of theſe 
Gentlemen. Aad rhus do they deal with the Holy Scripture, when it ſpeaks 
not according to their mind. 


I know not whether the quaſi's of Balſamon, Blaſtarins, Simeon of Theſſa- 
lonica, Germane, - Nicetas , and thoſe of, Athanaſins are leſs diftaſtful to '<m, 
than that of St. Pa/: But howſoever thele diminutive Terms do ſufficiently 
evidencethe Greeks do not believe Tranſubſtantiation , for th: ſe that do be- 
lieve it ſtudy rather to ſtrengthen by clear and preciſe expreſſions the name 
of the Body of Feſus Chrizt, which is given to the Exchariit , than to weaken 
it by reſtrictions and diminutions. 


BUT to goon with our Proofs, It 1s an opinion generally reccived a- 
mongſt the Greeks, That the wicked who participate of the Euchariſt, do not 
receive 
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'""Teceive the Body of Jeſus Ctiriſts And that they do hold this opinion may 
be proved by the Teſtimony of ſeveral good Authors: 


| PRATEO LU S expresſly mentions this amongſt their Errors. 7hey 

—_— __ affirm , ſay's he, that thoſe who live in the practice of any known ſin do not re- 

: ns ceive the Body of Feſus Chriſt , altho they draw near to the Table of our Lord, 
and receive the conſecrated Bread from the hands of the Prieſt. 


Pofferin *in POSSEY TN the Jeſuit confirms the ſame thing, 7bey err, ſays he, 
hiſeÞ-43- in affirming thoſe that are defiled with ſin 60 not receive the / ord's Body when they 
come to the Altar. 


Gabifil in ex: NICHOLAS Cabaſilas does fully ſet forth the Belief of the Greek 

plicat,Lirur, Church touching this Point. The cauſes, lay's he, of our [anitification, or if 

cap,22. you will the diſpoſitions which our Saviour requires of us, are purity of Soul, ayd 
love of God, an earne#t deſire to partake of the Sacrament,and ſuch a thirſt after 
it as ſhall make us run toit. Theſe are the things which procure our Sanitificati- 
on, and with which it is impoſſible but thoſe that come to the Communion muſt par- 
take of Feſus Chriſt , and without which it is impoſſible they ſhould. And alittle 
further endeavouring to prove that the Souls ſeperate from their Bodies , do 
receive the ſame as the Faithful which are living in this World of the Sa- 
crament. /f the Soul, ſay's he , has no need of the Body whereby to receive 
Santtification, but on the contrary the Body has need of the Soul, what more of the 
Myſtery do the Souls receive which are clothed with their Bodies, than thoſe which 
are ftript of them? [+ it that thy behold the Prieſt and receive the Gifts from 
him ? Bat the Souls that are out of the Body have the Eternal Prieſt , who is to 
them more than all theſe things, being the ſame likewiſe that adminiſtreth it to 
them alive , who receive it as they onght to do. For all thoſe to whom the Prieſt 
adminiſters it, cannot be ſaid truly to receive it. The Prieſt adminiſters it to all 
that come to him, but our Saviour gives it only to thoſe that are worthy to partake 
of it : Whience it clearly appears that "tis our Saviour alone, who by means of this 
Sacrament conſecrates and ſanitifies the Souls as well of the livins as the dead, 


ZL FO Alatius has made a Catalogue of Simeon the Abbot of St. 1M 

mant's Works, who lived about the end of rhe Eleventh Century, and whom 

the Greeks call Simeox the Divine. Now in one of his Treatiles there is a 

Hymn expresſly relating to this Subject before us, to wit, that the wicked do 

not partake of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt when they receive the Sacrament. 

Allatins tells us that he has ſeen this particular piece, (being a Manulcript) in 

a certain Library in /taly, and thatthe Title of it 1s, Zhat they which receive 

unworthily the Sacraments do not receive the Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt. 
 And'ris unto this whereunto relates what Vilus fay's in his Sentences, Keep 

| 1, your ſelves from all corruption , ana partake every day of the Myſtical Supper , 
Naz pn. for"tis after this ſort , that the Body of Feſus Chriſt becomes oxrs. And.what 
Bibl.Parr., We find in the Verle of Pſcllus on the Canticle of Canticles, Feſus Chriſt gives 
Greco-lat, his Body to the Children of the Virgin, that isto ſay, to the Church , for thus 
Tom.z. does he ſpeak to them , (but "tis Only to thoſe that are worthy ) whom he calls his 
Comm trium. near Kindred , come my Friends eat and drink , and be merry my brethren , you 
Patr.in Cant. that are my brethren in good Works, eat my Body and drink my Blood. And 
Gow. theſe words of Foanicius Cartanus, the Saints are made partakers of holy things, 
not they that are unworthy, and ſinners who having not cleanſed themſelves from 


Apud Alt. rheir fins remain fill polluted, and elſewhere, when we ſhall draw near unto God 


4 e. . ; : : 
Golf, ;. with Love, Fear, Reverence and Repentance, and be in charity with all men, then 


all 
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ſhall we be mect partakers of the Body and Blood of Chriſt, 


NOW if you would know of what importance the Argument is, which 

we draw from this DoQrine of the Greeks, you need but read what Chiff:t 
the Jeſuit and others have written touching a paſſage of the Confeſſion at- 
tributed to A/cuinus which bears, hat the virtue of this Sacrifice is ſo great, 
that it is the Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt only to the juſt ſinners , tanta eſt 
virtus hujus Sacrificii ut ſolis juſtis peccatoribus Corpus ſit & Sanguis Chriſti, 
IF the Sacrifice , or Sacrament, lay's this Jeluir, be the Body and Blood of Feſas 
Chriſt to ſome only, and not to all, what remains then but to confeſs that Alcuinus 
has been the Forerunner of Berengarius and Calvin: and that he has denied 
the Real Preſence of Feſus Chriſt in the Euchariſt? He tells us this paſſage 
has given him no {mall trouble , and endeavours to expound it, ſaying, that 
Alcuinus ſpeaks of the Body and Blood of Chriſt in reſpe& of their faluti- 
ferous effe&t which appertains only to the Juſt. But the Authors of the Of- 
fice of the B. Sacrament ; having told us, that it ſeems we muſt read , zants 
eſt virtus Sacrificii ut ſolis juſtis, non peccatoribus Sanguis ſit > Corpus Chriſti, 
they have added, hat this expreſſion has not been uſed ſince the Hereſie of Beren- 
garius, and that the Schoolmen who have been more ſcrupulous as to Terms, have 
[after the riſe of the Hereſies touching this Myſtery) avoided it, Which is as 
much as to ſay, in my opinion, that if we believe 1ranſubſtantiation, as the 
Church of Rome has believed it ſince the time of Berengarizs's condemnati- 
on, we cannot be of this Belief, that the Zucharift is only the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt tothe faithful and not to the wicked. And in effeQ if the Subſtance 
of Bread be really changed intothat of Chriſt's Body , it hence evidently fol- 
lows that all thoſe that communicate thereof /be they either righteous or 
wicked) do receive this Body as itis , that is to fay, in its proper Subſtance, 
covered with the vail of Accidents. So that the Greeks aſſerting the ZFucha- 
riſk not to be the Body of Chriſt to Sinners; (as I have already ſhew'd) 
makes the Proof I draw hence concerning their not believing” of Tranſub- 
ſtantiation to be ſolid and convincing. 


YET may there be two ObjcCtions made againſt my Argument ; the 
Firſt, That what the Greeks ſay concerning Chriſt's Body, is to be underſtood 
only in reſpeQ of its ſalutiferous effeQ, as has been declared by the Jeſuit 
Chifflet, and not in reſpeCt of its Subſtance, which is to ſay , their meaning 
is, that the wicked do indeed receive the real Subſtznce of this Body and 
Blood , but receive thereby no advantage : The Second , that the Bread re- 
aſſumes its former Subſtance , when a wicked man approaches to receive the 
Communion , and that that of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt withdraws it ſelf. 
But firſt, I ſay to make people of good ſence contented with this explicati- 
on , they muſt be ſhewed theſe kind of meanings in the Writings of the 
Greeks themſelves, which without queſtion would be met withall , did they 
hold Tranſubſtantiation. It cannot be denied but this DoQrine they teach 
concerning the wicked does maniteſtly oppole that of the Subſtantial con- 
verſion, and furniſheth us with this conception , that if the Zachar:ſ? be not 
the Body of Jeſus Chriſt to the wicked , how can it then be ſaid , that the 
Subſtance of the Bread has been changed into that of this Body ? This ſcru- 
ple does naturally ariſe in the mind of thoſe that believe Tranfſubſtantiation, 
as appears by the example of the Jeſuit Chifflet, by that of the Authors of 
the Office of the bleſſed Sacrament , and by the pre-caution of the School- 
men and Lattin Writers who carefully ſhun theſe kind of expreſhons. We 
need not doubt but if rhe Greeks believed the converſion of the a 
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they would doone of theſe two things , either they would renounce this 0- 
ther Opinion , anddeliver themſelves after another manner, or atleaſt they 
would ſo expound and mollife it as to ſhelter thereby Tranſubſtantiation. 
But beſides this, I ſay, if we examine theſe pretended illuſtrations in parti- 
cular one after another , we ſhall find they are vain and ill apply'd to the 
Greeks. 1n effe& the firſt cannot be of any uſe , becauſe the Zatirs impute 
to them the Do&rine here in queſtion , as an Error. Now this would not 
be an Error inreſpe& of the Zatins, if the Greeks underſtood itonly in this 
ſence, that the wicked do not receive the ſalutiferous effe& of the Body of Je- 
ſus Chriſt in the Communion , altho they received the Subſtance of it , for 
even this is believed in the Church of Xome. Yet Poſſevindoes not only af. 
firm they err , but he oppoſes moreover againſt their Error a contrary Pro- 
Poſſrin ub; Poſition to be held, and on which he grounds his cenſure. They err, ſay's he, 
Supra, for thewicked do really receive the Body of Feſus Chriſt , although they receive it 
#nworthily, and to their condemnation. 


AS totheother ObjeQion , *ris certainly groundleſs , for not to take no- 
| ticeof the extravagancy of this Opinion, that the Subſtance of the Bread is 
changed into rhat of Chriſt's Body,and again that ofthe Body into that of the 
Bread,the Terms of Cabaſilas are ſoclear that they admit not any evalion,for he 
diſtinguiſhes two Perſons that give the Communion, one the Prieſt,and th'o- 
| ther our Saviour Chriſt, and he attributes to our Saviour alone the glory of 
Gabafilar ub; Biving his Body and Blood, *tis likewiſe he himſelf, fay's he, that adminiſters to 
Supra. them amongſt the living who truly receive. For all them to whom the Prieſt gives 
it,do not truly receive it. He himſelf 4 that is to fay,immediately and without 
the Prieſts ſharing in the honour thereof. The Prieft has the honour to di- 
ſtribute the Bread , | but not of giving the Body and Blood. Now this does 
wholly overthrow Tranſubſtantiation,and refutes the ſecond Objeftion which 
I examine, for if the Bread were tranſubRantiated, there would be no need of 
having recourſe to our Saviour himſelf, in order to his giving the Faichful his 
| Body and Blood, the Prieſt would give it them, for that which he holds in his 
hands and communicates to the Faithful , would be this Body and Blood in 
propriety of Subſtance, and Cabafilas would have noreaſon to oppoſe our Sa- 
viour tothe Prieſt. 


BUT before we leave this paſſage of Cabiſilas, it is neceſſary to obſerve 
two things, one of which reſpeQsthe Propoſition he would eſtabliſh , and 
th'other the means he makes uſe of for this. The Propoſition he would eſta- 
bliſh is , That the dead receive the ſame as the living when they partake of 
the Euchariſt. The purity of the Soul, ſay's he, the Love of Goa, Faith , an 
earneſt deſire to partake of this Holy Myſtery, a ſecret joy which accompanies this 
deſire, a fervent appetite and thirſt which makes us run to it, theſe are the things 
which procure our Sanitification, with which qualifications it is not poſſible but thoſe 
that approach the Communion do partake of Feſus Chrift,and without which it is im- 
Poſſible they ſhould. Now all theſe things depend only on the Soul,and are not corpo- 
real, There is nothing then which hinders the Souls of the dead from having 
theſe things as well as the living. If then theſe Souls are in the ſtate and diſpo- 
ſition requiſite for the receiving of the Myſtery , if he to whom it belongs to be- 
ſtow Sanitification and Conſecration is always willing to ſanitifie , and ever deſires 
io communicate himſelf in all places , what cau then hinder this participation? 
And a little further, /t is evident, ſay's he, by the things I now mention'd , that 
whatſoever belongs to this Myſtery is common as well to the dead as living, and a 
little lower, the participation of the Holy Gifts is a thing which neceſſarily at- 
tends 
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tends the Souls after death. If their joy and repoſe ſprang from any other Prin- 
ciple;, it might be ſaid that even this would be the reward of that purity mhere- 
in they are, and this Table would be no longer needful to them. But it is certain 
that whatſoever makes up their delights and felicity, whether youcall it Paradice, 
or Abraham's boſom , or thoſe happy ſeats free from ſorrow and cates, or that 
you call it the Kingdom of Heaven it felf , all this T ſay is no more than this 
Bread and Wine. For theſe things are ow Mediatourgwho is entred as our Fore- 
runner into the Holy Places , who alone condutts us to the Father, who is the only 
Sun of our Souls , which at this time appeareth and communicates himſclf to all 
them that are in the Bands of the Fleſh in the manner he him elf" pleaſes , but 
he ſhall thex viſibly manifeſt himſelf without a Yail, when we ſhall ſee him as he 
is, and ſhall gather together the Fagles about the dead Body. He afterwards 
proves that the Souls ſeperate from the Bodies , are far more fit to partake of 
the Myſteries, than when cloathed with their Fleſh, that whatſoever reſt or 
recompence they enjoy, is nothing elſe but this Bread and this Cup, of which 
the dead have as much right to participate as the living, and for this reaſon, 
our Saviour calls the Saints felicity  Swpper,to ſhew us thereby, that tis no- 
thing elſe but this Table. And this already gives us great cauſe to ſuſpe& 
that Cabaſi/as did not believe that which we eat in the Sacrament to be the 
proper Subſtance of the Body and Bloud of Chriſt ; for we muſt not ima- 
gine he thought the Souls of thedead did really partake thereof. They do 
indeed participate of the Body and Blood of Chriſt, but after a ſpiritual 
manner, which is accompliſhed without our Saviour's Subſtance entring in- 
' tothem. Yet Cabaſilas fay's the dead receive the Holy Gifts , that they re- 
ceive the Myſtery, and that which makes up their felicity, is this Bread and 
Cup, that they ke of it, and that whatſoever appertains to this Myſtery 
is common to them with the Living. All which is well enough underſtood 
provided it be ſuppoſed we have no other Communion with our Saviour 
Chriſt inthe Zuchariſt than what is Spiritual, for the Souls ſeperate from the 
Body have this as well as we, and partake of our Bread and Cup, not in re- 
ſpe of their Subſtance and Matter , bur in reſpeCt of the Myſtery they con- 
tain and Grace they communicate , and thus it is certain that whatſoever be- 
longs to this Myſtery is common to them with the living. But if we ſuppo- 
ſed the Subſtantial Converſion , how could it be ſaid , Zhey partake of the 
Holy Gifts , that they receive what we recetve , that we have nothing more in the 
Myſtery than they , and that whatſoever appertains to the Myſtery 1s common to 
them with us? For in fine we ſhould really receive the proper Subſtance of the 
Body and Blood of Chrilt which they do not. 


BUT to manifeſt more clearly this DoAfine of C:baſiles and put it out 
of doubt, we ſhould conſider the courſe he takes for the ſtrengrhening of his 
Propoſition. For it will appear that this participation of the Body and Blood 
of Chriſt, which he makes common both to the dead and living, reſpe&s nor 
only the thing of which we partake , but likewiſe the manner of partaking 
of it; and in a word, he means we communicate thereof no otherwiſe than 
Spiritually. Firſt, then he always ſpeaks of the SanRification which is made 
by way of participation and reception of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, as of one 
and the ſame rhing, without the leait difference, which is juſtifi'd by the bare 
reading of his whole Diſcourſe. Now this ſhews us , he means not that we 
receive in the Sacrament the proper Subſtance of the Body of our Lord, for if 
it were ſo,the wicked would receive it without receiving SanRification,as the 
Church of Rome it ſelf does acknowledge , and the reception of this Sub- 
ſtance, and the SanQification, could not be conſidered but as two diſtint 
things. 
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things. Yet Cabaſilas confounds them, and thereupon immediately conſiders 
this difficulty ; fiow the dead which neither eat nor drink can be ſanQifi'd by 
this participation. Are they, ſay'she, in a worſe condition in this reſpett than 
the living? No ſare, ſay's he, for our Saviour communicates himſelf to them in 
ſuch a manner 4s is beſt known to himſelf. He afterwards inquires into the 
cauſes of the ſanQification of the living , and their participation of Jeſus 
Chriſt, and ſay's , *tis not to have a Body, nor to come with feet to the Holy Ta- 
ble, mor to receive the Communion with cur hand and mouth , nor toeat or drink, 
bat that *tis the purity of the Soul, Faith, Love of God, andother motives of Pie- 
ty, theſe are the things, ſay's' he , which make us neceſſarily partakers of Feſus 
Chriſt, and without which it is not poſſible to be ſo. Whence he concludes that 
the Souls ſeperate from the Body are capable of this participation, and that 
in effe& they have it ſeeing they have all theſe good affeftions. Now it 
hence plainly appears that he grants the living but one kind of participation 
of Jeſus Chriſt which is Spiritual ; and which they have in common with 
the dead, and which immediately reſpects the Soul. For if they be only 
the good diſpoſitions of the Soul which make us partakers of Jeſus Chriſt 
and that without them it is not poſlible for us to be fo , and that the dead 
have the ſame advantage we have, it cannot then be ſaid, we receive the pro- 
per Subſtance of the Body , ſeeing on one hand according to the Hypotheſis 
of the Church of Rome, the want of thele diſpoſitions hinders not men from 
receiving it, and on the other that the dead with all theſe their qualifications 

cannot receive it. | 


THIS appears by the Sequel of his reaſoning , for what he ſay's con- 
cerning the dead , the ſame he ſay's concerning the living which dwell in De- 
ſerts, and that cannot perſonally come to the Lord's Table. Zeus Chriſt, 
lay's he , ſantifies them invifibly with this Santtification. How can we know 
this ? T anſwer, becauſe they have the life in themſelves, and they would not have 
it, were they not partakers of this Myſtery. For onr Saviour himſelf has ſaid, 
nnlefs you eat the Fleſh of the Son of man , and drink his Blood, you have no life 
in you. And for a further confirmation of this , he has cauſed tobe brought t9 
ſeveral of theſe Saints, the Gifts, by the Miniſtry of Angels. It is evident, he 
attributes to theſe Inhabitants of Deſerts, the ſarae participation of Jeſus 
Chriſt, the ſame manducation of his Fleſh and Blood which we reccive in the 
Sacrament without the leaſt difference , whence it follows , that our Com- 
munion with Jeſus Chriſt by means of the Sacrament is purely Spiritual, 
and rhat our eating of his Fleſh 1s Spiritual likewiſe, there being no need of 
adding the reception of his $ ne into our Stomacks, | 

BUT yet this does more plainly appear by what follows. 7he Gift, 
ſay's he, is indeed communicated to the living by means of the Body , but it firſt 
paſſes to the Subſtance of the Soul, and afterwards communicates it ſelf to the Bo- 
ay , by the Miniſtry of the Soul. JHhich St. Paul meant when he ſaid , that he 
that is joyned to the Lord,is one and the ſame Spirit with himybecauſe this Union 
ana Conjunttion is made firſt of all in the Soul. This being the Seat of this San- 
etification which we obtain by the exerciſe of our virtues. This is likewiſe the 
Seat of Sin. *Tis here wherein is the Band of Servitude , by which the Sacra- 
ment links us to God. The Body has nothing but what it derives from the Soul, 
and ds its pollutions proceed from the evil thoughts of the heart, from the heart 
likewiſe comes its Sanitification z as well that of the Virtues, as that of the Myſte- 
ries. If then the Soul has no need of the Body,to receive Sanitification,but the Body 
ox the contrary of the Soul, why then muſt the Souls which are yet cloathed with their 
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Bodies be greater partakers of the Myſtery , than thoſe ſtript of them * We 
mult be ſtrangely prepoſſeſſed with Jones , if, we do.not acktiowledge 
that this Author only eſtabliſhes the {anQiifying and ſpiritual Communion; 
and not that of the proper Subſtance of the Body and Blood of our Saviour; 
fox if we ſuppoſe the Bread to bethe Body of Jeſus Chriſt in SanQtification 
and Virtue., it is caſie to comprehend what he means., but if we-ſuppoſe 
Tranſubſantiation , how ſhall we.then underſtand what he ſay*s , wiz. that 
- the Gift is indeed received by the Body, but it immediately paſſes ts the Soul 
and afterwards communicates it {elf fromthe Soul to the Body ? Does nor 
the Subſtance of the Body. of Jeſus Chriſt deſcend immediately from the 
Mouth into the'Stomack , and does 1t not remain theretill the change of the 
Species ? How then ſhall we underſtand him whea he ſays, that-our Com- 
munion with Jeſus Chriſt is firſt eſtabliſhed in the Soul ? For *tis' certain, 
thattojudge of it, in the'ſence of Tranſubſtantiation , it would be eſtabliſh- 
cd on the contrary firſt of all-in the Body, which would be the firſt Subject 
that would receive the Subſtance of the Fleſh and Blood of our Lord: (How 
ſhall we underſtand the Concluſion he draws from all this Diſcourſe, to wit, 
that the Souls of the dead are no leſs pattakers of this Myſtery.than thoſe of 
he living, for the living do communicate after two manners, Spiritually and 
/Subſtantially, whereas the dead only in one ? How in tine, ſhall we under- 
ſtand what he means in ſaying that the Body has no other SanCtification by 
means of the Myſtery , than that which comes to it from the Soul ? Is it no 
wiſe ſanQifi'd by touching the proper Subſtance of the Son of God. 


CABASITLAS ſtay's not here, for concluding by way of lnterroga- 
tion , that the Souls cloathed with their Bodies do not more partake of the 


Myſtery than thoſe which are ftript of them , he continues to demand what 
they have more. 7s 3, ſay's he, that they ſee the Prieſb, and receive from him Capi4- 
the Gifts? But they that are out of the Body have the great Eternal Hiph 
Prieſt , who is to them all theſe things ; It being he indeed that adminiſters to 
them that truly receive. Was there ever any man that betrayed fuch a want 
of ' memory as this man does, ſhould it be ſuppoſed he believed Tranſubſtan- 
tiation? Could he not remember that the living have not only this advan- 
tage aboye the dead to behold the Prieſt, and receive from him the Gifts, but 
likewiſe to receive the proper Subſtance of their Saviour? Could not he call 
to mind, that the Spiritual Communion , remaining common both to the one 
and the others , the Subſtantial was particularly to the living ? Moreover, 
what does he mean in ſaying , that as tis Jeſus Chriſt that adminiſters it to 
the dead , fo it is he likewiſe that gives it to the living that effeCtually receive 
it ? Is it that the Prieſt who gives the propex Subſtance of Jeſus, Chriſt does 
not truly and effeQually adminiſter it ? Is it that this Subſtance which is 
called with ſo great an Emphaſis, the Zruth and Reality, and which Mr. 4-- 
naud always underſtands , wheti he finds theſe kind of expreſſions, the real 
Body, and Blood of Feſws Chriſt ? Ts it, I lay, that this is not a Truth ? 


M R. rnaud can without doubt remove all theſe difficulties when he 
pleaſes, arid "ris likely he will fnd a way to reconcile them with the belief of _ 
Tranſubſtantiation , ſeeing he himſelf has heretofore written, that God ad- Of frequent 
mits us to the participation of the ſame Food which the Fleit feed on to all E- JOS MED 
ternity , there being no other difference betwixt them and us , bat only that here © 
he takes from us the ſenſible tafte and ſight of it , reſerving both one and the 0- 
ther of theſe for us when we come to Heavens. He will tell us there's no body 
doubts , but that he is of the number of Tranſubſtantiators , ſeeing he has 


with 
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with ſo much honour-vanquiſhed the Miniſter Claude, and yet that whar 
he has maintain'd is' not contraditory to the diſcourſe of Cabaſilas, 
I do verily believe his ſingle Propofition has almoſt as much force as 
whatſoever I have mention'd from Cabaſilas , for it there be no other diffe- 
rence between the participation of the Faithful on Earth , and that ofthe 
Ele& in Heaven, than that of the ſight and ſenſible raſte , which we have not 
here, nor ſhall have but in Heaven, 1 do not ſee any reaſon wherefore Mr. 
Arnaud {ſhould fo beſtir himſelf to ſhew us that what we take by the Mouths 
of our Bodies , and which enters into our Stomacks, 1s the proper Subſtance 
. of the Body and Blood of Chriſt , ſeeing *ris certain the Ele& in Heaven do 
not receive Jeſus Chriſt in ſuch a manner. But it being no ways reaſonable 
that what Mr 4rd has ſaid at one time contradiltorily to what he has ſaid 
at another , ſhould ſerve me as a Rule for the underſtanding of Authors , all 
that I can do in his favour is this , freely to offer him to lay aſide the Proof 
taken from Caba{ilas,when he ſhall have made his Propoſition to be approvet] 
of in the Court of Rome. 


—_—_— 


CHAT. VAIL 


That the Greeks adore not the Sacrament with an Adoration of Latria, 
as the Latins do , and conſequently believe not Tranſsbſtantiation, 
* The Thirteenth Proof. Mr. Axnaud's Eleventh Tiluſion, 


\ E may I think already begin to doubt , whether the Greek: 
have in effeCt the ſame Sentiments with the Zatins touch- 

ing Tranſubſtantiation , and whether the afſurances Mr. 4. 

aud his given us thereof be well grounded. He appears 

very brisk and confident in afferting this Point , and behaves himſelfas a Per- 
ſon that has already conquered , but *ris more than probable that theſe fAlou- 
riſhes are the effcQs of that kind of Rhetorick which teaches men to pur 
forth their voices in the weakelt part of their cauſe,to the end they may obtain 
that by noiſe , which they could not by reaſon. - But howſoever , it may 
now be demanded what will become of alf thoſe Hiſtorical Colle&tions, Ar. 
guments, Atteſtations, Conſequences, Keys, Syſterps, thoſe confident Dehies, 
and Challenges to produce aby thing which had the leaſt appearance of 


Truth or Reaſon againſt his Proofs, and in a word of all this great torrent of 


Eloquence and mundane Philoſophy. 


Aur 
Omnia diſcerpunt & nubibus irrita donant. 


THE Proofs I have already produced do ſufficiently confirm this , but 
that which I ſhall farther offer will yet more evidence it, and at the ſame 
time diſcover another of Mr. Arnaud's Wufions: My Proof ſhall be taken 
from the Greeks not adoring the Euchariſt with that Sovereign Adoration the 
Latins do. Now if this be made apparent, what likelihood is there , that a 
Church which otherwiſe is not at all ſcrupulous in matters of Ceremony,and 
which has ſuch a great deyotion for PiQtures, for the W ritings of the Evan- 

. geliſts, 
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geliſts conſecrated Bread which _ call 4v7i2zgor, and even the Bread of the 
Euchariſt before *tis conſecrated , ſhould believe the Subſtance of the Sym- 
bols to be really changed into the Subſtance of the Body and Blood of Chritt, 
and yet not render it that Sovereign” Honour which belongs to it. It con” 
cerns us then to know what the Cuſtom of the Greets is touching this Ado- 
ration,and ſo much the more,becauſe this Qyeſtion being one of the chief of 
our Diſpute, it is therefore abſolutely neceſſary to be throughly informed in it. 


BU T before we proceed any farther, we muſt diſtinguiſh (according to 
the ſence of the Grteks and Zatins) two ſorts of Adoration,the one inferiour 
and ſubalternate which is rendred to Subje&ts, in which we do not acknow- 
ledge an infinite Majeſty , and th'other a Sovereign and Higheſt Worſhip, 
called that of Zatria, which is only due to God. 


W E muſt likewiſe diſtinguiſh according to the ſence of the ſame Greeks 
and Zatins, an Adoration called relative, which terminates not it ſelf in any 
one SubjeCt , bur paſſes (as it. were) from'one SubjeCt to another , as thro a 
Channel; and an abſolute Adoration , which terminates it {elf in that Sub: 
ject which is worſhipped, without a reference toany thing elle. 


I N fine there ought to be a diftinQtion made betwixt an internal Adorati- 
on which conſiſts in the motions of the Soul towards the Subjett adored, and 
the external Adoration which conſiſts in outward expreſſions. | 


W HICH PiſtinQions being premiſed, we are now to enquire whether 
the Greeks adore the Euchariſt with a Sovereign Adoration , and that of Za- 
fria, not relatively,(as we ſpeak) but abſolutely, and in the ſame manner we , 
ought to worihip the proper Subſtance and Perſon of. Jeſus Chriſt. And 
becauſe the internal affeCtions of the Soul, cannot be immediately known, it 
therefore concerns us to enquire whether the Greeks do outwardly expreſs a- 
ny Sign of ſuch an Adoration, either by their words or ations. Mr. 4-- 
aud holds the affirmative and I the negative, and this being here only a que- 
ſtion of FaQ, 'cis likewiſe by Proofs of fact wherewith it muſt be decided. 


FOR this effeUt I ſhall firſt here offer the teſtimony of a Cannon of Cy4- 
covia called Sacranus , who 1n reckoning up the Errors of the Moſcovits, 
( whom we all know do follow the Greek Religion ) does expreſly mention 
this. Before the Cup is prepared, ſay's he, they light Torches and expoſe to the gi Ruther 
Peoples fight with exceeding great devotion the Bread,which is tobe conſecrated, 
with the Hine and hot Hater which they pour into the Chalice. They carry theſe 
about , and the People bow down before them with the greateſt teſt imonies of re- 

& and wveneration. But afterwards when the Bread is placed on the Altar and 
conſecrated, there is no veneration ſhewed it, nor do they make any elevation of it. 


FOHNMN de Tasko Archbiſhop of Grne/ne , and Ambaſſadour from Po- Run it 
land to Rome in the beginning of the laſt Century,makes the ſame relation -nn.1514. 
of the Errors of the Ruſſiavs, as Sarcanus had done befote him. Ir is likely 
by what Mr Arnaud tells us, that he has only copied out what Sacranus wrote 
and appropriated it to himſelf , for we find their expreffions to be both the 

ſame, But bet as it will , he has not forgotten this Article I now mentio- * 
ned. 


PETER Scargaa Jeſuit of Yilna in Zituania has written a Book a. 
: þ.4 gainft 
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Par.z.cay.2. painſt the Greeks and Ruſſians, which he intitled, ae wo paſtore,' in which, 

WHT) making a Catalogue of their Errors , he particularly mentions this: 4+ 

. Maff they worſhip on their knees the Bread before "1s conſecrated , but after its 
Conſecration they give no honour #0 the moſt Holy Body of Feſus Chriſt. 


S O that we have here already three Witneſſes whoſe Teſtimonies ave not 
to be rejefted , ſeeing they are of far greater weight than the forced conle- 
quences of Mr. {rzaud, for they lived in thoſe Parts, and were eye-witnelles, 
of what they tell us, and moreover conſiderable Perlons in the Romiſh 
Church, the firſt of them being a Cannon, th'other an Archbiſhop, and the 
thirda Jeſuit , who do all three of them poſitively affirm the Greeks do 
not adore the Euchariſt after Conſecration. Behold here a fourth of the fame 
Order, which is Anthony Caucus a Yexetian,and Archbiſhop of Corfov. Hethad 
an order from Pope Gregory X 777. to inform himſelf exattly of the belief 
of the Greeks , and to make him a Relation thereof which he did. latins 
ſpeaks of this Relation as if it were publiſhed. I confeſs I never ſaw it in 

rint, but I have ſeen a Manuſcript of it in the King's Library , wherein { 
Fand theſe words in the thirteenth Article of their Errors. Zhey yield zo 
Reverence, Honour, Veneration, nor Worſhip to the moſt Holy Sacrament of the 
Euchariſt conſectated with leavened Bread according to their Cuſtom, they carry it 
to the ſick without Liphts and Torches. They keep it t# their Churches in a bag 
hanging againſt a wall iz a little wooden box, and yet burn 7 apers before the Ina- 
ges of all the Saints. He informs us elſewhere that the Greek Prieſts when 
they carry the Sacrament to the Sick , are wont to wrap it up in a linnen 
cloth, or Handkercher, and ſo put it intotheir boſoms without any other Ce- 
remony. But when he ſets himſelf to the oppoling of this Error , he thus 
ſpeaks. * There's no People (that 7 know of ) who profeſs the Chriſtian Religion 
that ſhew lef reſpel# and veneration to the Holy, Szcrament , than the Greek Na- 
tion. They adore and reverence their leavencd Bread before "tis conſecrated, even 
to the wery idolizing of it , but after ſcarcely riſe up toreſpett it. Their Prieſts 
carry the Euchariſt /» their boſoms tothe ſick, without any Lights, and that which 
#s moſt abſurd is, they keep it in their Churches in a liftle wooden box , tied up in a 
bag and hanged againſt a wall without any Lights before it ,, as if "twere a pro- 
phane thing to the ſcanaalizing of all pious People, T believe they have this 
Cuſtom from the Heretical Sacramentaries, who deny the virtue of this moſt Holy 
Sacrament. They are moreover ſo ſuper ſtitious and covetous, that when deceaſed 
Per ſons have bequeathed them any Zeg acy, they light Candles before the Images of 
all the Saints , drawing near to them with the greateſt teſtimonies of reverence 
when they enter the Churches , but they turn their backs to the Holy Sacr ament of 
the Euchariſt. 7 wondred to ſee them do thus , and being deſirons to inform my 
ſelf of the reaſon of this irreverence, ſhewing them how 2rievouſly they erred, in 
that they teſtifd a greater reſpet# to the Saints who are the ſervants and friends 
of our Saviour than to himſelf, who is their Lord awd Maſter. Theſe Papa's gave 
me no other anſwer but that there was no command which enjoyned this reſpeft and 
adoration. This anſwer is Heretical as 7 ſhall hereafter manifeſt, for John Oc- 
colampadus (that arch- Heretick of our time the rins-leader of the Sacr ament 4- 
ries, aſſerted that our Saviour was not contain'd in the Sacrament of the Fucha- 
rift) has likewiſe written and publickly taught that we ought in no wiſe to adore 
the Euchariſt with a» Adoration of Latria,terming all them 1dolaters that did 


+ ſo. Wherefore let Catholicks judge whether this does not well agree with 
the Opinion of the Greeks, 


IT will be thought perhaps, this Author ſpeaks only of ſome particu- 
lar 
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lar Perſons and not of the Greek Church in general, but ſuch Perlons may be 
ſoon farish'd when they read what follows towards the end of his Relation, 
Behold moſt Floly Father , lay's he, all the Herefies of the Modern Greeks 
which 7 have laid open and confuted as well s 7 could, ſo the Hereſies of the 
Greeks, not only of the Inhabuants of Cortou , bat of all the Eaſtern Greeks, 
to the end the others may not magnifie themſelves , for they have all the ſame b:- 
lief, the ſame wil, azd obſtmacy , jo maintain every where the (ame thinss. 
And here I think is another good Witneſs,being likewiſe an Archbiſhop, and 
a Perſon that wanted neither Wit nor Learning , who dwelt, among the 
Greeks. Heaffirms preciſely as well as the reſt, that the Greeks do not adore 
the Sacrament. He proceeds farther and lays rhis to their charge as a crime, 
and aggravates it by comparing, it with the reſpeCt rhey ſhew-the Images; 
he relates theft Reaſons, there being no command. enjoyning this Adorati- 
on. He condemns this Opinion as Heretical , and likens it unto thar of rhe 
chief of Hereticks ; he tarther tells us, that this is not only the opinion of 
ſome particular Perſons , but of all the, Eaſtern Greeks , and in ſhort he re- 
marks the irreverences which are direaly oppoſite to all kinds or Adoration. 

W hat can be more exprelliye, and whar. can Mr. ras reply to this ? Will 
he call agaia here to his aſſiſtance Altins who diſputes: againſt Cancas; and 
would have it believed that this Archbiſhop has falſely charged the Greeks. 
But beſides that it cannot be ſhewed by whar incereſt Cancxs ſhould be moved 
to form ſuch an accuſation contrary to the reſpe& he owed the Pope, and 
that his teſtimony is fouhd conformable to that of [everal others, it is certain 
that Alatius himſelf is of all menthe molt paſſionate and leaſt ſincere, fre- 
quently denying and affirmin rm.) according to his own Capricio, or ra- 

ther Inketeſt , andthat whichlikewiſe is moſt conſiderable , is, that Alatiys 

who meddles with other Articles dared nor touch in particular on this , {6 

that his ſilence is a confirmation of what I ſay. | 


© 


THE Jeſuit that wrote the Relation touching St. rims , affirms almoſt Relation of 
the ſame thing as Carcus. A great abuſe, ſay's he , has crept in amongſt the ** Iſle of St 


Greeks. For when the Prieſt comes from the l:(ſer Altar to the Offertory , to 
paſt on to the great one , all the People there preſent adore the Bread which is net 
yet conſecrated, and ſhew 's greater devotion during this attton, than in br after 
the time of Conſecration ; As in the time of the Conſecration they put out the 
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Torches which they lighted for the Offertory. And in another place , Fe ſee Cap-1s. 


by what has been ſaid in the foregoing Chapters hov greatly th: Greeks are to 
Blame for the little reſpett they yield to this adorable Sacrament , ſeeing that 
heving conſecrated on Holy Thurſday a great quantity of Particles, they keep 


| them all the year in 4 little wooden box incloſed in a bag , and hanzed on a'nail 


Oo 


"over the Altar, or behind an Image, without « light or any other mark of venera- 


tiow. IVhen they enter into the Church to ſay their Prayers, you may ſee 'em 
make a profound bow , before the Images of our Lord, or Firgin Mary , or ſome 
other Saint, but you will never ſce them proſtrate themſelves before this. adorable 
Srcrament. We have often reprehended them fcr this Td and ſom; have 
promiſed to amend it , others are- really ſenſible of the un eemlinef of this their 
carriage ; but being loath to appear ſingular in their Devotions; they chooſe ra- 
ther to follow the Cuſtoms of an ignorant People than to render themſelves up to 
reaſon. So preat force has ill examples over weak minds. Some time ſſuce the 
Zady Margareta D*argenta, 4 Perſon both devout and eloquent, told me, that be- 
ing in company with ſome Greeks, ſhe ſharply rebuked them pon this occaſion ; 
Jou Greeks really ſhow your ſelves, ſaid ſhe, in matters of Religion, to be woid 
of ſerice, not knowins to whom you owe your reſpetts, nor to whom to direct your 

2 . Prayer *: 


TY n eL—— ——— ——_o— 
———— 
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Pravers. On one hand you acknowledge that Feſus Chriſt who is God and Man, 
our Creator and Redeemer, is really in the Sacrament, with all the Treaſures of his 
Graces, and on the other, we can ſee you ſhow him not any reverence anſierable to 
the reſpett of his Majeſty. T have beew ſeveral times in your Churches , and 
having ſought the only objett of my affection, and the God of my heart, 7 found, 
you keep him cloſe ſhut in a wooden box, hanging up in 4 little bag on 4 natl cove- 
red with duſt ani cobwebs. A Savionr in a pitiful box , an Infinite Majeſty in 

the duſt, an Almighty God ina bag , hanged on a nail ! He is not thus treated a- 
mongſt-us , you may ſee him recerve an other kind of uſage , ſhewing him fax 
greater reſpect than this. Our Prieſts keep him in a ſilver Pyx, he reſts in a Ta- 
bernacle gilded without, and within covered with Sattin, and to ſhew that we be- 
lieve he is the Light which lighP neth our Wnderſtandings, and enflameth our Af- 
fedtions, we have Lamps always burning day and night before % Hhen we come 
into our Churthes we ſet not our ſelves upon conſidering the ſeveral Pittures 
and other Ornaments, for our affettions do immediately lead us to the place where 
we believe out Treaſure is. Whereas you keep your ſelves flanding like the Pha- 
riſces, and we fall on our knees with the Publican. 


THAT which _O_ makes this woman ſpeak concerning the Greeks 
believing the real Preſence , is forged by him without any' grounds in the 
- ſence wherein he takes it, that is te lay, as a Subſtantial Preſence , tor 'tis cer- 
tain the Greeks do not thus underſtand it. But whatſoever he otherwile tells 
us is matter of fat which he has ſeen himſelf, and concerning the truth 
of which we have noreaſon to''doubt. Now theſe Fats are ſuch, that we 
' cannot but judge them inconſiſtent with the belief of adoring the Sacrament 
of the Zuchariſt with ſuch a Supreme Adoration as is duc to the Son of _ 
God alone. | a 


Mr. Haye's THE Author that wrote: Mr. De /a Hayes Voyages the French Amba[ſ. 
Voyages,part. ſadour, obſerves the ſame thing as the others concerning the linnen bag, and 
_ that they hang it on a nail behind.the Altar, wherein they pur the conle- 
crated Particles. He ſays he thus ſaw it at Se/rvrze, and ſeveral other places. 
But becauſe this remark might offend his Readets, he has therefore attributed 
the cauſe thereof to the great poverty of the Greeks ; but this is but a falſe co- 
lour,for the Greeks are not ſo poor,but that they may keep the Fuchariſt in a 
more decent manner , did they believe it to be the proper Subſtance of Jeſus 
Chriſt. The true reaſon'of this Cuſtom,is,that they do nor belicve what the 
Zatins do , (or as ſpeaks Cancns) they do not- believe there is any command 


which efjoyns them to reverence the Sacrament according tothe mode of 
the Zatins. 


Thevena's M R. 7hevexot an exatt and inquiſitive Traveller, gives us an account of 

bo ag "the manner, which the Patriarch of 4/-xandria uſes in celebrating the Sa- 

* -crament; but 1n all his'Relation there is not a word of Adoration, and he is 

even forced to ſay , that they do in truth behave then:ſelves with leſt reſpet? at the 
Communion than the Latins. 


Montcons's MR. de Montconis deſcribes likewiſe very exaQly the Divine Service, 
Voya8e5, Þ which he ſaw perform'd by a Greek Archbiſhop at Mount Sinai ; and ob- 
', © ſerves not any thing which ſhews they adored the Sacrament. 


MR. 4rnaud who has ſeen the uſe which might be made of the expreſs 
Teſtimonies by which it appears the Greeks adore not the Sacrament , and 
- ſeveral 


Pry, ot 
F. 


— 


Caae. VIL. believe T ranſubſtanttation. 


{ſeveral other Proofs which might be added, and which conclude-the ſame 
thing , has betook himſelf to his uſual-Artifices. - Firſt of allhe hasavoided 
the handling of the queſtion touching the Adoration,as a means whereby to 
clear up that of Tranſubſtantiation, or the real Preſence. He onthe contra- 
ry handles it only as a neceflary conſequence of it, I would {ay , that inſtead 
of arguing thus, the Greeks give to the Sacrament the Supreme Honour which 
is due to Jeſus Chriſt ; they believe therefore that the- Sacrament is Jeſus 
Chriſt in propriety of Subſtance , he reaſons on the contrary after this man- 
ner, the Greeks believe Tranſubſtantiation and the real Prefeace, therefore 
they adore the Sacrament. Now 1 lay there is a great deal of deceit in this 
method , for although Tranſubſtantiation may be uſed , when tis agreed 'cis 
believed, as a means whereby to conclude, that thoſe who believe it adore 
it, yet who ſees not, that in this debate wherein I deny both one and the other 
of theſe ro Mr 4r24ud , it had beena more juſt and natural courſe to begin 
with the Adoration asa means whereby to conclude Tranſubſtantiation ? For 
Adoration' is a thing which diſcovers it {ſelf by outward aQts, a publick 
Rite wherein a whole Church agrees , and conſequently is more ſenſible 
and apparent, and more eaflily known than an Article of Faith, concerning 
which we maſt conſul the Writings of the Learned, judge of Perſons, and 
weigh their expreſſions. It is certainly a great deal eaſier for us ro know 
whether the Greeks give the ſame honour tothe Sacrament which the Church 
of Rome does, or one equivalent thereunto, than to know what their belief 
is touching the Subſtantial Converſion. We may be impoſed on by this laſt, 
for there may be forged atteſtations produced , and hunger-ſtarv'd Greeks 
brought in as witneſles, whom a {mall penſion will byaſs e1cher way ; or the 
Decrees of Latinis'd Synods offer'd us for thoſe of the Greeks. | A Conſul 
zealous for his Religion may eaſily give or admit a change. The, teſtimony 
of a falſe Greek may be alledged, as of that of a true one, and moreover 'tus 
no hard matter todazle peoples eyes by a long train of Nasrations and Ar- 
guments. But it is not ſoeafie a matter to make ule of all theſe falſe colours 
in the point of the Adoration. In a word , it plainly appears that Mr. 4r- 
naud's deſign was to ſend back this Article to his Treatife of Conſequences, 
to hinder us from treating of it according to our methodof Proos. 
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THE ſecond thing he does, ſeems to corrett the firſt ; for hepretends to 
eſtabliſh this Adoration by particular Proofs, which he calls groſs Proofs, ts 
diſtinguiſh them from that other more hae and ſlender Proof, which he draws 
from the real Breſence.- He immediately produces a paſſage of Cabaſilas in L3h.10.cep.9% 
thele Terms, 7 he faithful, deſirous to ſhew their Faith, in recerving the Commu- 
non do adore, bleſs, and praiſe Feſus Chriſt as God, who is manifefled in the Gifts. 
u 


I anſwer, he ought faithfully to tranſlate this paſſage. Cab:ſilas ſpeaks of 
the” Gifts, and ſay's, 7hat the Faithful adore, bleſs, and praiſe Feſus Chriſt, who 
is underſtood in them, 7 &Y OTIS 10S pyuov 1; Cov, Nowa' man mult be yery 
little converſant amongſt Greek Authors not to know, that when the'queſti- 
qn-is concerning the Symbols, 15, or the T9 voilor, {ignities the Spiritu- 
al and Myſtical Object, repreſented by the outward Sign. | Jeſus Chriſtthen 
being repreſented by the Gifts . is adored according to Cabaſi/a3 , and not the 
Gifts themſelves.” Which is what I obſerv'd in my Anſwer tothe Perpeturry. 
Mr. 4rzaud would have me before I make uſe of this paſſage to conſider all 
that he has taken out of this Author to ſhew he believed rhe real Pre- 
ſence. For, ſay's he, Cabaſilas aſſerts in his Book that our Saviour Chriſt js re- TY 

ally. preſent in the Sacrament , and ſhews us in this paſſage we ought to. adore him "I ON _ 
*u the Gifts, Therefore does he teach the- Adoration of th: Euchariſts Tan- 


{wer, 
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{wer, that Cabafilas neither teaches Tranſubſtantiation nor the real Preſence, 
as I ſhall make appearinits place , and hadthe Author of the Perperuity al- 
ledged- the paſſages cited by Mr. fryasd, we ſhould not have been wanting 
to examine thein , but the queſtion then in hand only concerning the Ado- 
ration, I could not without great injuſtice tire the Reader with a long Dif: 
pute about the real Preſence,before Icould alledge one formal paſſage touch- 
ing the SubjeCQt 1 handled. 


MR. Arnand tells us afterwards,that Cabaſi/as blames thoſe that adore be- 
fore the Conſecration the Gifts which are carri'd about, and that ſpeak to 
them as to our Saviour himſelf,and approves they ſhould give the ſame reſpe& 
to the Euchariſt after its Conſecration. I anſwer, that the Greeks proſtrate 
themſelves before the Book of the Goſpels and ſpeak to it , as to our Saviour 
himſelf, and yet ir cannot henice be concluded-, they adore the Book it ſelf 
with an abſolute Adoration , as if the Book were in effe& our Saviour him- 
ſelf. Cabaſilas likes they ſhould do the ſame thing in teſpeQt of the conſecra- 
ted Gifts , but does not approve they ſhould do it betore their Conſecrati- 
on , althohe already acknowledges them to be Types and Figures , becauſe 
he would have a difference made, they being not as yet the Body and Blood 
of Chriſt. But this is not to ſay they ought to give to the Gifts, either be- 
fore or after their Conſecration, an hotiour which terminates it felf in them 
alone. os 


AS to what he alledpes out of Simeon dt Theſſalonica , we have no othet 
aſſurance of the truth of theſe paſſages than the bare word of Atatins, that 
is to ſay, of a paſhonate man, ready to aſſert and maintain any thing right 
or wrong, for the ititereſt of the Court of Rowe. We ſhall have occafion - 
to ſpeak more of him hereafter, but in the meat time ſhall only ſay, that the 
words of Simeon be they what they will, do not coriclude , we ought to yield 
the Gifts an abſolute honour, which terminares it ſelf in that Subſtance which 


the Prieſt carries on his head when he enters into the Church. 


T HE paſſage the Author of the Perpetnity quoted, as of Gabriel de Phi- 
ladelphia was more ſpecious, but becauſe Cardinal Perron (from whom "twas 
borrow'd) does not recite the Greek Text, and Arcudins who relates fome 
clauſes thereof , deicribes him as a Perſon void of all kinds of Learning , ei- 
ther in Divinity, Philoſophy, or Grammar, and that moreover the ſame A-- 
cadins afſures us , the Greeks do give very little honour if any atall to the Sa- 
crament after its Conſecration , 1 theretore faid I would ſuſpend my Judg- 
ment till I could aſcertain my ſelf by reading the Book it {clf. | 


M R. Arnaud who is ever upon his Criticiſms, and willingly paſſes over the 
matter, that he might faſten on the Perſon, imagines he has found here a luc- 
ky occaſion to triumph over me. + Bur I am forry to find my lf oblig'd to 
diſturb his Enjoyments, which I would not do, could I well avoid ir. [laifhrm 
then firſt, I had reaſon ro ſuſpend my Judgment, becauſe thar to judge aright 
of the ſence of an Author, it is not ſufficient that we ſee a paſſage tranſlated 
into French by Cardinal Perron, For beſides that , his Tranſlations are not 
always very exaQ, as feveral have obſery'd, no more than thoſe of the Office 
of the Bleſſed Sacramehrt ( according to their Relations that have examin'd 
them, Ytis probable this paſſage of Gabric/ has been already made to his hand, 
by. Perſons unknown tous , and for whoſe Fidelity he was not willing toan- 
{wer. Ia effe@ forafmuch as he has not inſerted the Greek in the Margent, 

as 


Caae. VIL _ believe 7 ranſubſtantiation. 


*L, 


as he has done in the moſt part of his other Quotations , may juſtly give us 
a ſhrewd ſuſpition of this. Moreover we meet therein with the Term of 
7ranſubſtantiationwhich Mr. Arnavd himfelfconteſles is not an uſual exprefſi- 
on with the Greeks. There is likewiſe mention therein of the Accidents of 
Bread which remain, which is not the uſual Style of the Greeks. I have then 
wrong'd no body when 1 ſlulpended my Judgment , but have rather done 
what I and every man elſe ought to do in the like occaſion. I was not oblig'd 
to ask Mr. Arnaud's leave for this, altho he pretends I was ; for he is not the 
Sovereign Arbitratour of. Aﬀairs which are treated of in the Empire of 


Reaſon, there being ſeveral things which paſs there , in which he takes no 


part. 


B U 7, ſay'she, Arcudius Mr. Claude's great Author relates ſeveral paſe nid, 


{ages out of Gabriel which are as expreſſive as that now in queſtion. 1 anſwer, | 


that what Arcudius relates obliges me yer more to ſuſpend my Judgment, 
becauſe that in ir' there are ſeveral Contradictions and manifeſt Abſurdities, 
as I ſhewed in my Anſwer to Fatber \Vower, which the Reader may conſult, 
if he deſires information touching this particular. 


7 confef, adds Mr. Arnand , that having not the leaſt reaſon to doubt of the Ibid 


Sentiment of this Author touching the paſſages produced by Arcudius , 7 have 
therefore avoided giving my ſelf the trouble to inquire after his Book. AndI 
for my part profeſs Tam not foeafily fatisf'd, for I cannot thus take things up- 
on trult. What ſhall we ſay, every one has his way, Mr. Arnaud's humour is 
immediately tocatch hold of any thing, but mine is not fo haſty, and indeed 
I never had cauſe to repent of my ſlowneſs in this particular, reckoning it to 
| be the beſt way to prevent miſtakes. Not that I would have him put him- 
ſelf to the trouble of ſeeking after this Book of Gabrie/'s, as he has proffer'd 
me to do, for our Diſpute may be as well carri'd on without this Archbiſhop, 
whoſe Book, (if we will believe Arcudias) is a very extravagant one, and'the 
Civilities of ſuch a Perſon as Mc. Arnaxd is, may be expeQted in a weightier 
occation. 


B UT as we muſtnot ſuffer our ſelves to be prevailed on by his kindneſs; 
{9 neither muſt we ſuffer our ſelves to be run down by his Injuries. For he 
charges me. with diſingenuouſly ſuppreſſing Arcudizs his words, which would 
have diſcovered the true ſence of what I cited. He chages me with like- 
wile impertinently deſigning to invalidate the Teſtimony of Gabriel by that 
of Arcudizzs, I muſt then juſtifie my ſelf concerning theſe two particulars. 
The firſt of which will be ſoon diſpatched by conſidering, that having in the 
firſt Edition of my Books only fet down in the Margent the particular places 
of thoſe Authors where are to be found the paſſages I made uſe of, I have 
in the laſt Edition inſerted theſe paſſages themlelyes in fulllengrh, according 
as they are in the Original. Now that very place of Arcudius in queſtion, 
may be ſeen there ſet down at large, together, with the Clauſe which Mr. 
Arnaud ſay*s 1 have ſuppreſſed. Let but any man take the pains toread the 
296 page, and he ſhall find theſe very words therein, Nam etiam poſtes in 
elevatione Sacratiſ/ime Hoſtie quamtumvis eam. non aſpiciant , quamprimum t4- 
men Sacerdos ea werba protulerit , T% «yy Tos «yo, [anita ſanttis , hating 
procumbunt & cultu latrie adorant,, which are the ſame words Mr. Arnaud 
makes his efforts upon. This isthen a groundleſs Accuſation, for he cannot 
alledge he knew not of this Edition, ſeeing he has mention'd ir himſelf in the 
Eighth Chapter of his Seventh Book, upon occaſion of the Council at Nice. 
BUT, 
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BUT, it will be dernanded , perhaps why I did not inſert into the Body 
of my Diſcourſe theſe words of Arcadiws which do fo plainly manifeſt his 
meaning. I anſwer, that if Thad argued on the ſence of Arcudins, I ſhould 
have been to blame in notalledging whatſoever might give light tothis ſence. 
For when we would draw a true conſequence , we ought to eſtabliſh the 
Principle in a clear and perfe& manner,to take away all occaſion of miſtakes. 
But Mr. Arnaud needs not be told what kind of Perſon this Hrendius is, being 
a Greek latiniz'd Prieſt , brought up at Rome in the Seminary of the Greeks, 
extremely paſſionate for the Intereſts of the Roman Church, having wrote a 
Book particularly againſt the Proteſtants, to perſwade us that the Greeks are 
at agreement with the Zatins,as to what concerns the Sacraments in all eſſen- 
tial Points. ' 1 cannot then otherwiſe alledge Arcudius than to confront him 
with himſelf concerning ſome Truths and Matters of Fa& ; which do now 


and'then eſcape him; after the ſame manner asI would quote Cardizal Perron, 


and Bellaermin , and Mr. Arnaud himſelf, not as witneſles that believe what 1 
would conclude, but as Perfons who affirm things , from whence 1 conclude 
what they themſelves do nor believe. And thus does Mr. &n4aud quote 
Meftrezat and Daille , and ſundry others of our Authors. Now 'tis evident 
that when the Teſtimony of an Adverſary 1s alledged in this reſpe& , a man 
15 not obliged to ſet down what has been his Sentiment at the bottom, nor to 
relate all the words which may make it known, for this piece of imperti- 
nence would be good for nothing, but to tire the Reader's patience and trifle 
away the time. It is fufficient if what 1s alledged from them be true. Mr. 
Arnaud therefore has very unjuſtly accuſed me , ſeeing I publiſhed this illu- 
ſtration in my Anſwer to Father Vowel, which altho well known to him ; yet 
has it notſtopt him in his carreer, concealing my Juſtification , neither more 
nor leſs than if I had ſaid nothing. 


I T only then remains to know whether what I alledged from 4rcadias be 
ſufficient to conclude, that the Greeks adore not the Euchariſt, notwithſtand- 
ing whatſoever the ſame Arcudins has elſewhere afſerted. Which is what 1 
take upon me to maintain. He ſay's, that when the Prieſt conſecrates the Gifts, 
in ſaying, this is my Body, this is my Blood, he then ſhews them little or no reſpedi 
at all, he bows not his head, neither does he adore them, nor proſtrate himſelf be- 

fore them, nor lights Candles, nor makes any Reverence. Mr. Arnaud anſwers, 
the queſtion concerns not the Adoration in it ſelf, but the time of the Adora- 
tion, that we muſt diſtinguiſh betwixt a voluntary Adoration and an Adora- 
tion of Rite or Ceremony ; that the firſt is one and the ſame both with the 
Greeks and Zatins, becauſe it chiefly conſiſts in acknowledging the Zuchariſ 
to be the Body of Chriſt with an inward Submifhon, which both one and the 
other do, as ſoon as the Conſecration is performed, that as to what concerns 
the ſecond,the Zatizs immediately perform it after. the Conſecration, and the 
Greeks later , towit, at the Elevation of the Hoſte , which is done alittle 
before the Prieſt diſpoſes himſelf to communicate. 


T HAT we may examine this Anſwer, we muſt lay aſide this yoluntary 


| Adoration of which he ſpeaks, for it has no other foundation in relation to 


the Greeks, than his bare word, or at moſt the Proofs he ſuppoſes he has given 
of their Belief touching the real Preſence; but this is what's in queſtion, 
and we cannot yet ſuppoſe the ſolidity of his Proofs. To colour over this 
pretended diſtinction of a voluntary Adoration , and an Adoration of Rite, 


he ſhould ſhew us that the Greeks do giyeat leaft at ſome time to the Zucha- 
LI riſt 


s 
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rift immediately after Conſecration this honour he calls voluntary, and that 
in their intention , this is a ſovereign honour. But to tell us as he does that 
this honour chiefly conſiſts in acknowledging the Z*charift ro be the Body 
of Chriſt wich an inward reverence, and to per{wade us the Greeks do this, is 
a plain 2buſe, for what is this bur a ſetting us upon penetrating into mens 
hearts, and gueſſing at their thoughts ? Thoſe that have this inward reve- 
Tence to the Euchariſt , do certainly ſhew it by ſome outward Sign, and the 
Greeks ſhewing none, Mr. Arnaud cannot ground what he ſay's on any thing, 
unleſs it be upon ſome particular revelation he has had of this matter. 


SACRANUS, Scarza,and Cancrs,who lived amongſt the Greeks,were 
ignorant of this pretended inward reverence, tor had they known any thing 
of it, they would not have been ſo poſitive in aſſerting the Greeks do ſhew no 
Reverence, ReſpeCtt , or Adoration to the Zuchariſt after its Conſecration ; 
nor would they call them,as they have done, Heretical, and Prophane People. 
Even the Gr-eks- themſelves who anſwer'd Cavczs there was no command 
which enjoyn'd this Adoration, knew nothing of this. This inward Reve- 
rence had its reſidence and operations in their Souls, and yet they knew no- 
thing of it; for had they known it, they would never return ſuch an An- 

| fiver. None but Mr. Arnaud knew this ſecret , but if he gives us not other 
Proofs , it is to be feared, his voluntary Adoration will be taken for one of 
his own private Conceits. 


W E muſt come then to this Adoration of Rite, or Ceremony, which is 
uſed, as he fay's, at the Elevation of the Hoſte, and ſee whether it is an Ado- 
ration of Zatriz which terminates in the Sacrament it ſelf. Now I cannot 
but admire theſe Gentlemens Ingenuity with whom 1 am concerned. The 
Greek Liturgy has theſe words , 7hat the Prieſt and Deacon adore three times, 
in ſaying thricewith a low woice,O God be "4 nag unto me 4 ſinner, The Au- 
thor of the Perpertuity would have thele three Adorations refer to the Sa- Sccond Pare. 
crament, wherefore he ſay's, that the Prieſt adores , and the Deacon likewiſe **P-5-p43. 
three times in the place where they are, in ſaying thrice ſoftly, Lord be propiti- ** 
ous 0 me 4 ſinner. My Anſwer was, that 7 found in Goar*s Book of Rites and Anſwer tothe 
Ceremonies, not this Term of Lord, but that of God, which ſhews that this Ado- _ - gl 
ration terminated it ſelf in God , and not in the Sacrament. Mr. Arnaud _ 
cannot deny this Truth, leaves out the Prieſt's Prayer which diſcovers his 
deceit , and contents himſelf with alledging thele words of the Liturgy, 
then the Prieſt bows and the Deacon likewiſe, and a little while after the People in Buk 0 cg. 
general do reverently bow. Leaving, itto be believed that thele Adorations do?*7: 
certainly terminate themſelves in rhe Zuchariſft. But he ought to proceed 
fincerely ; it istrue that then the Prieſt and Deacon do adore , butit is like- 
wile as true that their Adoration addreſſes it ſelf to God in thele expreſs 
Terms, '0 @t% i\xoSy7i wot T6] duopTo\e, O God bepropitions to me 4 ſinner, 
from whence *tis plainly apparent there can be no ſuch thing concludedas 
the Adoration of the Zacharif. 


AS to Arcudinss Teſtimony (who tells us, that the People proftrate thens- 
felves on the ground, as ſoon as they hear the Prieſt ſay, Sanita Santis, Holy 
Things are for Holy Perſons, and that they adore the Sacrament with an Adora- 
tion of Latria) we need not be much concerned thereat , being a Perſon pre. 
poſſeſſed, and one who teſtifies of a thing whereof he is altogether ignorant, 4-7 in not. in 
Arcudins, lay's Goar, althg « Greek knew very little of the Rites of the Greeks; 7.7 M92, 
b-in» brought into Traly wben he was but ten years of age, In effe& what he ſay*s 151. © © 
d | COnCerning 
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concerning the Peoples proſtrating themſelves on the ground, as foon as they 

hear the Prieſt ſay, Santta Santis 1s not true, for the Liturgy denotes this A- 
doration of the People before the Sara Santis , atthe lame time as the 
Prieſt and Deacon adore, immediately after this Prayer, Zook »por ns O Lord 
Feſus Chriſt our God, &c. But granting it were fo that the People proftra- 
red themſelves in the time the Sani#4 Sanitis was laid , it would not thence 
follow that their Adoration terminated it felf in the Sacrament. They 
would worſhip God, as does the Deacon in the words I now mention'd, 0 
God be propitious, &c. Or our Saviour in Heaven as they do in the Prayer, 
which I likewiſe now mention'd which precedes the Sani#a Sanitis, Look 
down O Lord our God from the Holy Place of thy Dwelling. They proſtrate 
themſelves before the Images of the Saints, before the Book of the Goſpels, 
before the Bread when as yet unconſecrated,and yet no Body concludes hence, 
they adore theſe things with an abſolute Adoration. Why then will rc»- 
dius have thetn to adore the Znchariſ? with an Adoration terminating it fclf 
in it ? 


- BUT if Arendirss Teſtimony be of no validity in reference to this laſt 
Article , wherefore muſt it be otherwiſe in reſpect of this otherArticle on - 
which I ground my Concluſion? I anſwer, for two Reaſons, the one , for 
that being interreſfled as he is againſt us, it is not tobeimagin'd he would 
ſpeak any thing in our favour , unleſs the thing were fo well known and un- 
deniably true , that he could not diſguiſe it ; or pals it over in ſilence , and 
th'other becauſe that in effet his Teſtimony in this reſpe&,agrees with the 
Liturgy of the Greeks, which expreſſes no kind of Adoration directed to the 
Euchariſt \ramediately after its Conſecration. And there being no mention 
likewiſe of any ſuch thing afterwards to the end of the Office, .the Con- 
cluſion I draw hence is undeniable: Had the Greeks the fame Sentiments as 
the Zatins,: and made profeſſion of Tendring the ſame Divine honours to the 
Subſtance of the Sacrament which are due only to the proper Perſon of the 
Son of God, what time could they chooſe better for the acquitting themſelves 
of this Duty than that in which he begins to be preſent on the Altar ? 
Whena Prince comes into a place, People are not wont to delay the ſhewing 
him thezeſpe& due to him , every one ſtands immediately uncovered in his 
Preſence, and thoſe Perſons that did otherwiſe would be eſteemed fooliſh and 
ſtupid. What likelyhood 1s there'then, did the Greek Church believe, that 
immediately after the Conſecration, the Bread becomes the very Subſtance 
of the Body of our Lord,ſhe would defer any longer to acknowledge it to be 
{o,by a Solemn Adoration ? Mr. Ar2aud muſt not tell us,that the Prieft's mind 
is fo taken up with the /dea of the Sacrifice, that itis all this while fixed in 
Heaven. Theſe are Reaſonings invented , expreſfly to excuſe a thing which 
cannot. bealter'd, but in truth, it is ſonatural, to Perſons that believe Tran- 
ſubſtantiation to ſhew immediately the Signs of Adoration to that Object 
they have before their eyes, that notwithſtanding all theſe fine Reaſons, tholc 
who compiled the Liturgy of the Greeks would never have been wanting in 
this particular had they believed the aforemention'd DoQrine. So that this 
very conſideration of the Greeks not having ordain'd any folemn kind of Re- 
verence or Worſhip to the Sacrament after its Conſecrarion is alone ſuffici 
ent to make us conclude what we contend for. 

, 
M R. -47»2ud who indeed has no reaſon to reſt fatisfi'd with his firſt 

Proots, has recourſe to his Baron of Spartaris and Payſiuus Ligaridins, thats 


ro ſay, to two falſe Greeks, brought up in the Faith of the Roman Church; 
and 
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and won to its intereſt, as will appear hereatter. I only wonder he is not 
aſham'd to bring for witneſles ſuch kind of People as thele are. 


A'S to Oderborne the Zutheran (who diſcourſing of the Rwſtens, tells us, 
That the Prieſt leaving the Altar to ſhew the People the Euchariſt , the People 
kneel down, and the Prieſt ſay's in the Molcovit's Language, Loe here the Body 
and Blood of our Lord Feſus Chriſt whos the Fews put to death altho innocent, ) 
it is eafie to perceive he is deceived 1n taking for an Adoration of the Z#- 


chariſt, a Devotion which they practile betore its Conſecration , when the 


Bread is carri'd , from the Prothefis to the great Altar: There can be rais'd 
noſcruple concerning the truth of this, ſeeing we have the Teſtimony of all 
Authors who by unanimous conſent obſerve, that this Ceremony is perform- 
ed before the Conſecration of the Symbols, 


ges of SPeter, Sr. Nicholas , and Michael the Archangel , whilſt in the meat 
time the Mgple expreſ# their Devotion by Acclamations and Acts of Worſhip, 
that ſome of *emcry out, Lord have pity on us, others knock their foreheads a: 
gainſt the Ground, and that others make often the Sign of the Croft, and bow their 
heads, 'in fine that they render to the Symbols which are carri'd about ſundry 
marks of veneration and honour, That having went round the Church , they en- 
ter again thro the Gate which is in the middle of the Quire into the _—_— 


iſſue out \ the Sanituary thro 4 little door with other Prieſts that carry the Ima- 


ALEXANDER. Gagnin, ſay's, That one of them carries the Bread Moſcovit. des 
which is | prepared for the Sacrifice, and another the Cup full of Wine, that they ſcript .cap.2. 


and there make the Sacrifice. Sigiſmond Baron of Herberſtain , fay*s likewiſe, Comment. 17 
That before they conſecrate the Bread according to our manner , they walk with it Fhſco. 


about the Church, worſhip it, and adore it with a certain form of words they utter, 


ARCUD7U S, who inveighs ſo earneſtly againſt this Cuſtom as an I- Arcvd.tib.z? 
dolatrous pradtice, attributes it not only to the Greeks, but likewiſe to the 72 


Reſſians, and lay's, That they proftrate themſelves and knock their heads againſt 


the Ground, M. Habert Biſhop of Yabres , ſays, That in the Greek Churches ©". Eccl, 


the People make a low bow, but in other Churches, as in thoſe at Ruſſha , they pro- 


Gr, obſervat. 
Xl. ad parte, 


ſtrate themſelves on the ground after the ſame manner, as if our Saviour's real 7.lit. 


Body paſſed along. We have already oblery'd that Sacranus and Scarga do 
expreſly refer this Devotion to the Bread when as yet unconſecrated as well 
as others , and moreover add, that the Ryſia»s ſhew no reverence to the Sa- 
crament after its Conſecration. And in effe& we do not find they go twice 
round the Church, whence it follows that Oderborne was miſtaken, and ſup- 
poſed this reſpect was given the Bread after its Conſecration; for there be- 
ing but one turn made round the Church ,_ it cannot be denied but *tis done 
betore the Conſecration. What I ſay is ſo well known , that Mlatins him- 
{elf cenſures a Proteſtant named Zerom Viſcer, for ſaying, the Greeks carry 


the Body of our Saviour in Proceſſion twice about the Church ; So far are ALzt:de P 
they, ſay's he, from carrying the Euchariſt twice about the Church , that on ©" 4. 3. | 


the contrary they carry it nbt at all, for that which they carry from the Protheſis, 7 


to the great Altar which they call the great Entry , 's more than Bread and 


Hine unconſecrated, 


AND theſc are Mr. Arnand's groſs Proofs, as he calls *em, for I ineddle 
not here with what he tells us concerning a Letter from Mr. Pompone. We 
{hall examine that in the following Book. His fine Proofs (as he tetms them) 
are thoſe he draws from the real Preſence in ſuppoſing the Greeks hold it. 

T1 Hor, 
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Book 10 hop. For, ſay's he , whoſoever believes Feſus Chriſt to be preſent in the Euchariſt, 


p Pag-7 6. 


Book 10. chap. 
9-pag-78. 


Conſeſ]. FEeelef. 


Orient. caps 9. 
Je cana Dom. 


ſpeaks to him as God, implores his aſſiſtance, begps his paragn, excites himſelf by 
expreſſions of confidence in him , acknowledges his own unwortbinefs, aud all theſe 
aitions being external are outward expreſſions of Adoration. So that to bring 
Proofs of the Adoration of the Euchariſt, there needs no more to be done, but ons 
ly to produce all the Prayers contain'd in the Liturgies which arg offer 'd to our 
Saviour after the Conſecration. But it has been already obſerved that this is 
one of Mr. Arnand's lilufions , who is not willing to handle the Queſtion of 
the Adoration, as a means whereby to decide that of the ſubſtantial Conver- 
ſion, butrather asa Conlequence thereof ; ſo that all the force of his preten- 
ded Proofs conſiſting in ſuppoſing the Greeks believe Tranſubſtantiation and 
the real Preſence, there needs no more to be done, for the overthrowing 
them, than to ſendchim to the refutation of theſe Arguments, by which he 
pretends he has eſtabliſh'd his Principle 3 and even this very conſideration 
that he could not form his Proof without making this ſuppoſition, will only 
confirm what we maintain , viz. that the Greeks adore not the Sacrament, 
whence it follows they do not believe *tis the proper Subſtance of the Son of 
God, for 'tis not likely a Church that holds this Opinion , would be wanting 
to Five to the Sacrament thoſe outward expreſſions of reverEfice which 
would diſtinguiſh themſelves eaſily , from all other kinds of honour. The 
Church of Rome furniſhes us with an example of this , on which we need 
only caſt our eyes, for it clearly appears by her words and aQtions , that the 
honour ſhe gives the Zuchariſt is a ſovereign and divine honour , ſuch as is 
due to God alone. Had the Greck Church delign'd to ſhew it the ſame re- 
ſpe&, what ſhould hinder it from doing as the Roman Church does? Would 

e not at leaſt indeavour to imitate its example in ſeveral particulars ? 
Why do they not carry it to the ſick with the ſame ſolemaity as thoſe of the 
Church of Rome ? Wherefore, 1 ſay, does not the Greek Church enjoyn her 
Children to kneel as oft as they ſhall meet the Sacrament ? Why does ſhe 
not openly expoſe it in publick rejoycings or aftlictions ? Wherefore does 
ſhe not carry it about in Proceſſion ? Why not dedicate a particular Feſti- 
val to it? Mr. Arnand may tell us as long as he pleales , 7hat there is no naty- 
ral coherence between theſe things and the Adoration, that the Inſtitution of theſe 
Ceremonies is pious and commendable, but nowiſe neceſſary, and that the Adorati- 
on may {ubſiſt without them, as it does in effe(# in all the Faſt, When there were 
not a natural coherence between Adoration and each of theſe particular Cu- 
ſtoms , yet would it be (me thinks) contrary to nature that the Adoration 
ſhould ſubſiſt ſeperated from all theſe things in general ; ſceing theſe are in 
a manner Mmoſt the ſame external marks of Divine Worſhip, which People 
have ever rendred to ſome viſible Objet. What likelihood is there if the 
Greeks. had the ſame Sentiments as the Zatins touching this Sacrament, 
but they would adopt ſome one of theſe Devotions which are ſo familiar 
to the /.atins, eſpecially thoſe that approach the neareſt their uſual Cuſtoms, 
and which are moreover very proper to expreſs this ſovereign honour now in 
queſtion,as 1s that ſolemn Feaſt called God's Feſtival, with all its Pomp. Burt 
fo far have they been from imitating the Church of Rome in this particu- 
tar, that they have on the contrary ſhewed the greateſt averſion to it , as ap- 
pears by the Confeſlion of Metrophanus — made at He/mitad in the 
year 1625. Je carry not about the Streets, fay's he, this Holy JAyſtery, nn- 


eff it be to the ſick, it being not given us to make a ſhow of it, but to be religiou('7 
received for the remiſſion of fins according to thewords of our Saviour. Al 
Hiſtorians are agreed that the Ryſians do not obſerve this Feſtival. Sig/- 
-ond n his Commentaries touching Moſcovia and Gagnin , in his Deſcripti- 
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on of this ſame Country do expresſly take notice of it. But that which 

moſt conſiderable is , Thar when rhoſe amongſt them , who were ſubje& to 
the King of Poland were forc'd to reunite themſelves tothe Roman Church, 
which hap*ned inthe year 1595. under Pope Clement the Eighth they made 


this Contraft. That they ſhould not be compelled to make any Proceſſion on the Heber ſum 


Feſtival of the Body of Feſus Chriſt , becauſe th:y had other Cuitoms amonz 


them in reference t0 the Sacrament. 


WHEREUPON a Learned man of the Roman Church being con- 
ſalted , gave this Anſwer , 7/ hat as to the carrying or not carrying of the Sacra- 
ment abo:t in Proceſſion, that was not to be much regarded, but there were ſeveral 
other things of greater importance touching the Sacrament to be conſidered. 


T HIS Perſon, although he ſpake not fully his mind, yet faid enough to 
make us underſtand him. For he means, (it I miſtake not) that did the mat: 


contr,t.11.Thd; 
2 Feſu 15bs.p, 
3-C.l a Thom, & 
Feſuglid, 


ter concern only the Feſtival of the Sacrament it ſignified little, but that the — 


unwillingneſs theſe People ſhewed to obſerve this Feaſt , did ſufficiently evi- 
dence they had not the ſame Sentiment in the main with the Zatizs touch- 
ing the Euchariſt. And in eftett wheretore ſhould they refuſe to obſerve 
this Feaſt , did they believe the Sacrament to be the proper Subſtance of the 
Son of God , and adored it with an Adoration of Zatria? Were they a- 
fraid of giving it too much honour? Why nor conform in this particular 
with the Roman Church, ſeeing they were reunited to her , and had left the 
Greeks ? Is not this an evident token, that the Greeks cannot accommodate 
themſelves to the Adoration practis'd by the Zatizs, nor conſequently to the 
Do&trine they teach, and on which this Adoration is eſtabliſhed. 


BUT when what I ſaid ſhould have no ground, and the Adoration might 
ſubſiſt without theſe Ceremonies, Mr. 4rnaud ought at leaſt to ſhew us they 
ſubſtituted ſome others equivalent to them, which were to the Greeks the 
ſame as thoſe we ſpeak of are to the Zatims. But Mr. Arnaud takes no no- 
tice of this. He thinks it ſufficient, to tell me , 7 am fan into « condition 
woid of reaſon and common ſence , that I make extravagant and ridiculous Con- 
clufions, and that he is both aſhamed and ſorry for me, that he laughs at my Ar- 
enments , being ſuch little Sophiſtries as are not fit to be offered by a judicious 
Perſon, and that my audaciouſneſs is beyond example in denying the Greeks adore 
the Euchariſt. Theſe are his ufual Civilities , which yet ſhall not make me 
change my humour. I hope he will be one day of a better mind , and to 
that end I ſhall deal with him, not only ina calm and gentle manner , as it 
becomesa man of my Profeſſion, but offer up my Prayers unto Almighty God 
for him. 


BUT before I fniſhthis Chapter, I am obliged to tellhim , he could not 
do his Cauſe a greater Injury than to cite as he has done on this Subject of 
the Adoration of the Euchariſt , a paſſage taken from Stephen Stylite , who 
told the Emperour Copronymns, That the Chriſtians adore, and kif, the Anti- 
Types of the Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt. Either he has not examined 
this Paſſage, or his prejudice has hind'red him from obſerving what is as 
clear as the day, to wit, that Stephen attributesno more to the Fuchari/t than 
aninferiour and relative Adoration, ſuch as is given to Images, the Croſs and 
conſecrated Veſſels, whoſe matter is not adored. And this appears through- 
out the whole ſequel of his Diſcourſe. The Emperor accuſed him for be- 


ing an Idolater in that he adored Iniages. He anſwers that his —_— 
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related not to the matter of the Image, but to the Original which the Image 
repreſented. And to ſhew that this kind of Adoration 1s not Idolatry (al- 
tho addreſſed to a thing made with hands and ſenſeleſs ) he alledges the 
example of the Crols , holy Garments and Veſſels which are likewiſe ado- 
red, and in fine that of the Enchariſt, Loe here his words which juſtific 
what I ſay. //hat crime do we commit when we repreſent by an Imaze the bu- 
mane ſhape of Feſus Chriſt who has been ſeen , and whom we worſhip? 1s this to 
adore a Creature , or do you think it may be truly ſaid that we adore the Matter, 
when we adore a Crofi be it made of what ſtuff it will? Fe adore the Holy Veſt- 
ments and Sacred Veſſels , without incurring any cenſure , for we are perſwaded 
that by Prayer they are changed into Holy Things, Will you baniſh likewiſe from 
the Church the Anti-Types of the Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt , becauſe they 
are the Image and true Figure of this Body and Blood? He worſhip\, and tif, 
them and by partaking of them obtain Sanitification, Either Mr. 4rnand's 
Friends have deceived him (if he has quoted this Author only from their Re- 
lation) or he has deceiv'd himſelf, or which is worſe he has deſign'd to de- 
ceive others , when he produc'd this paſſage; for *tis certain , that hence. a- 
Tiſes a clear Demonſtration that the Greeks do not adore the Zuchariſt with 
that ſupreme and abſolute Adoration now in queſtion, and which terminates 
it If in that Subſtance we receive. There needs little ſtrength of reaſo- 
ning to make this Concluſion , and as little Meditation to comprehend it. 
We need only obſerve that this man endeavours to defend from the imputa- 
tion of Idolatry the Adoration given to Images , by the example of the Ado- 
ration of the Euchariſt, and ranks in the ſame order, the Adoration given to 
the Crols, to the ſacred Veſtments, tothe Veſſels of the Church, to Images, 
with that given to the Zuchariſt. We need only take notice that he calls for 
this effeQt the Fuchariit, the Anti-Type , Image , and true Figure of the Body 
4nd Blood of Chriſt, whence it follows he places the Adoration of the Eucha- 
7iſt in the rank of thoſe which terminate not themſelves in the Obje& which 
we have before us, but which refer to the Original they repreſent , wherein 
the Matter or that which is viſible is not adored ; but where by means of a 
material Symbol , a man raiſes up his mind to the Object whoſe Symbol he 
beholds. In fine it needs only be obſerv'd, that if the Greeks adored the Sa- 
crament with an Adoration of Zatria terminating it {ſelf in the Sacrament, 
never man was more impertinent than he, in endeayouring to excuſe a re- 
lative Adoration by an abſolute one , never man betrayed more his Cauſe, 
for beſides the Extravagancy of his reaſonings , for which he may be juſtly 
reproach'd, he may be likewiſe told, he falls into a new Herefie, and horrible 
Impiety, making the Adoration of the Euchariſt to be like that of the Crols 
and conſecrated Veſſels, or that of Images , whoſe viſible Subje& or Matter 
men do not adore. Neither muſt Mr. Arnaud tell us he ſpeaks only of the 
Adoration of the Accidents, for Stephez expreſly ranks this Adoration in the 
number of thoſe amongſt which the viſible Matter is not worſhipped and conſe- 
quently, means there is in the Euchariſt a Subſtance which 1s not adored. 
He ſay's, they worſhip theſe Anti-Types and kiff them. Now in the intention of 
the Communicants' thefe afts of Adoration and kiſſing are not barely 
directed to the Accidents, but to the whole Subje& called the EFucha- 
riſt. Heſay's, in ſhort , that in partaking of theſe Anti-Types, wb obtain 
1s RE which appertains to the whole Zuchariff, and not the bare Ac- 
cidents. 


DAM ASCENE wholived much about the ſame time as Stephen, and 


ſtitly maintain'd the ſame Cauſe, thus argues. 7 worſbip not , lay's he , the 
[Matter., 
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Metter, but the Author of the Matter, who has himſelf” become Matter for my 
ſ{ake, andexiſls init, to the end he may give me Salvation by it, and as to the Mat- 
ter by which Salvation is procured me, 1 will ever worſhip it, not as the Divinity, 
Got forbid, for how can that be God which has been taken out of nothing,altho it 
be true that the B vdy of God is God by mears of the Unicn of the two Natures in 
Uzity of Perſon,for the Body is made without Converſion that which it hath been 
ancinted, and remains what it was by Nature, to wit, Livins Fleſh , indued with 
a reaſonable Soul and Underſtanding, which has had a beginning, and bin created : 
AS TO THE OTHER MATTER, bywhich Salvation has been ob- 
taind, for us, 1 henour and worſhip it , as being fullof the Divine Grace, The 
bleſſed wood of the Croff, is it not Matter ? The Holy and Yenerable Mount Cal- 
vary , #s it. not Matter ? The Rock of Life wherein was the Sepulcher of Feſus 
Chriſt, and which was the Spring off our Reſurreition , was it not Matter? 7| hoſe 
black letters wherewith the Holy Goſpels were written, are they not Matter ? This 


Holy Table from whence we receive the Bread of Life, is it not Matter ? In fine 


the Body and Blood of onr Lord , are they not Matter ? You muſt either then 
overthrow the Veneration and Hor(bip of all theſe things, or grant the Adorati- 
v8 of the Images of God and his Friends the Saints, It is evident that by this 
Body and Blood of Chriſt, he means the Zucharift, and diſtinguiſhes it from 
the Natural Body, for ſpeaking of the Natural Body as of a Matter, he adds, 
As to the other Matter, ec. which ſhews he paſſes over to another kind of 
material things diſtin from the Body hypoſtatically united to the Divinity. 
It is likewiſe apparent he ranks this Body and Blood in the ſame order and 
degree with the wood of the Croſs, Mount Calvary, the Holy Sepulchre, the 
Letters of the Goſpel, and the Communion Table , and attributes no more 
to all theſe things than one and the ſame Adoration , an Adoration proporti- 
onable to that of Images. 


W HE N he has occaſion to diſcourſe on the Adoration which ought to 
be given to the Natural Body , he expreſſes himſelf after a different manner. 


7 adore, fay's he, one God, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 7 give to him alone the Ibid. 


worſhip of Latria, 7 worſhip one God, one Divinity, but 7 adore likewiſe the Tri- 
nity of Perſons, God the Father , God the Sonclothed with Humane Fleſh , and 
God the Holy Ghoit , which yet are no more than one God. 7 wonſhip not the 
Creature beſides the Creator , but 7 adore the Creator who hath made me , and who 
without the lofi of his Dignity or ſuffering any Diviſion has deſcended to me to 
honour my Nature aud make me partaker of the Divine Nature. 1 doalſo toge- 
ther with my God and King adore th'encloſure of his Body , if a man may ſo ex- 
preſs himſelf, tho not as a Veſtment, or fourth Perſon, God forbid, but as having 
been declared God and made without Converſion, that which it hath been anointed. 
Here the Humanity is adored :n Perſon, with an Adoration of Zatria, where- 
as the Myſtical Body and Blood are only adored with a relative Adoration af- 
ter the ſame manner as the Crols , the Holy Sepulchre and Images. 7Zf you 
ſay, ſay*she.;in another place a little farther, that we ought only to be joyned with 
God in Spirit and Underſtanding, aboliſh then all corporeal things, Tapers, Zncenſe, 
Prayers uttered with an articulate voice, nay , even th. Divine Myieries which 
conſiſt of Matter, to wit, the Bread and Wine, the Ozl of Unition, the Sign of the 
Croſs, the Reed , ang Lance which pierced his Side to make Life ſue ont from 
thence. Either the veneration of all theſe things muſt be aboliſhed , which can- 
not be done , or not rejet# the Horſpip of Images; What he called alittle aboye, 
the Body and Blood , he here calls Bread and Wine, but whether he deſigns 
them under the name of Body and Blood , or whether he calls them Bread 
and Wine, he attributes no more to them than a proportionable Adoration 
unfro 
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unto that which he pretends ought to be given , Images and other material 
things he mentions, that is to ſay a relative Adoration. 


W E find in Photius a Paſſage like unto thoſe of Stephen, and Damaſcene, 
in which he juſtifies after the ſame manner , the relative Adoration given to 
Images, by the example of that which 1s given to the Myſteries. He com- 
pares theſe two W orſhips together , and makes them of the ſame order and 

Pho.de Synod. quality. hen we adore, lay's he, the Image of Feſus Chriſt, the Croff, and the 
Sign of the Croſs, we do not pretend to terminate our Worſhip or Adoration in 
theſe things, but dirett it to bim, who.by the unſpeakable Riches of his 7 ove became 
man and ſuffered a ſhameful death for us. - And thus do we adore the Temples, Se- 
pulchers , and Relicks of Saints , from whence do proceed thoſe miraculons cures . 
praiſing and glorifying God who has given them this Power , and if there be any 
ſuch like thing in our «71 and holy Sacraments, we acknowledge and glorifie 
the Author and firſt Cauſe of it, for the Gift and Grace which he has beſtowed on 


us by their means. 


AND this is what I had to fay on this Point ; 1 leave now the Reader 
to judge, whether my denyal that the Greeks do adore this Sacrament accord- 
ing to the manner of the Zatizs, be the effelt of an unparallel'd raſhneſs, as 
ſpeaks Mr. Arnaud, or whether ir be not rather the effe&t of a Knowledge and 
Crabdeturion more juſt and difintereſſed than that of his. I ground my ne- 
gative on the expreſs Teſtimonies of Sacranus, Fohn de Lasko, Peter Scarga, 
Anthony Caucus, Francis Richard, all Roman Catholicks and Eccleſiaſticks, 
who lived in thoſe Places and are _— unreproachable W itneſles in 
this particular, who all of *em exprefly aftirm the Greeks do not adore the Sa- 
crament after Conſecration , and reproach them with it as a capital crime 
and brand them in this reſpe& with the name of Hereticks. I confirm 
this not only by the Silence of Travellers who exactly relate the Ceremonies 
of their Office, withoutobſerving this efſential particular, bur likewiſe from 
the proper Rituals of the Greeks and their refuſal to praQtiſe the chief Cere- 
monies the Zatins uſe to expreſs their Adoration, without ſubſtituting others 

* equivalent to them. 1 farther confirm it by expreſs Paſſages taken out of 0- 
ther Greek Fathers, who only attribute to the Fachariſt a relative Adoration, 
like unto that given to Images, Temples, Crofles, and Relicks of Saints. 
And yet Mr. Arzaud, tells me , that he is beth aſhamed and ſorry for me , ana 

that my negative is the effetF of a raſhneſs beyond example , and he grounds this 
fierce charge oz voluntary Adorations and internal Yenerations, which no bo- 
dy ever ſaw but himſelf, that is to ſay, on Chimera's with which the neceſſi- 
ty of maintaining his 7>-ſis, right or wrong, has furniſh'd him. Yet how 
greatly ſoever mens minds may be prejudic'd, I doubt not but good men of 
his ownCommunion will be of another mind. 


I hope at leaſt they will not fay I have been raſh in affirming the Greeks 
adore not the Sacrament as do the Zatins. For were there any raſhneſs in 
this aſſertion they muſt blame theſe Canons, Archbiſhops and Jeſuits and not 
me, who only denied it after them. I hope likewiſe the Proof I have made 
touching theſe ſame Greeks not believing Tranſubſtantiation' will not be e- 
ſteemed inconliderable , my Conſequence being grounded on Mr, Arn4ud's 
own Principle. ot ozly,lay's he, the Dottrine of the real Preſence is neceſſarily 
annexed to the internal Adoration,but alſo to ' ſome att of external reſpetk. For 
altho they may be ſeparated by metaphyſical Suppoſitions or extravagant Errors, 
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{uch as thoſe of ſome Hereticks in theſe latter days , yet is it impoſſible 29. ſeparate 
them by the real Suppoſitions of Perſons endued with common ſence. ' 


_ 


CH ATP. V IH 


The Fourteenth Proof taken from that the Greeks when ever they argue 
touching the Ax.yme, do carry on their Difpates upon this Principle, 
That the Sacrament is ſtill real Bread after its Conſecration. The Fif- 
teenth, from the little care they take to preſerve the Subſtance of the S- 
crament. The Sixteenth, from a Paſſage of Oecumenius. 


with leaven'd Bread , and that there is touching this Point, 
between them and the Z2:z-s , ſo (tiff a Controverke, that 
the Greeks believe their Altars are polluted when the Zatins 
have perform'd their Service thereon, and therefore when ever this happens, 
they waſh them with exceeding great care before they uſe them. I ſhall not 
trouble my ſelf,or Reader, with mentioning here any thing touching the be- 
ginning or progreſs of this Diſpute, all that I aim at here, being only to give 
farther light to the queſtion I handle. It ſeems'ro-me then no hard matter 
in reading their Books concerning this Point , to know what their real beliet 
is touching Tranſubſtantiation , for we find them continually arguing from 
this Principle, that the Zucharift is till Bread after Conlecration: 
® 
AND this appears by the Letters of Michael Cernlarius, and Leo Biſhop 
bf Acrida, to Fobn Biſhop of 7ranisin the Kingdom of Vaples, for giving 
an account of the Inſtitution of the Holy Sacrament, they add, obſerve how ,..... _- 
our Saviour has called untler the New Teſtament the Bread his Body. This ex- — mage 7 t.4. 
preſſion let Mr. Arnaud ſay what he will, does not well agree with the be- 
liefof Tranſubſtantiation ; tor according to this DoQtrine it may be affirnyd; 
that our Saviour has made Bread his Body.and changed it into his Body ; bur 
it cannot be ſaid with good ſence; thar he calls the Bread his Body, fecing this 
latter expreſon (ignites, he attributes ro the Bread the name of his Body, 
which ſuppoſes the Bread remains, and receives the name of the Body of Je- 
ſus Chriſt. Yer do we mcet with thele kind of expreſſions nor only in Mi- 
chael Cerularins, but in the 7riode of rhe Greeks which is one of their Eccle(i- 
aſtical Books, 2% 5» ſay they, having likewiſe related the words of the In- 
Rtitution 57: «gy Atyui To was WTE & ww axfuuw, whymtcwfar By of COLE 
Th June &Zvue! T2gO feats, Obſerve that he calls the Bread his Body and not diſs. 
an Azyme, let them then be aſhamed that offer in the Sacrifice unleaven'd Bread. 
Itappears by the Diſpute which bears the name of Gennaadias , that this Paſe G9n:4.5-1 
ſage is frequently uſed by the Greeks. And Mr Arnand has obfery'd that Comcil For. 
Feremias and Photiss Parriarchs of Conſtantinople expreſs themſelvesgn this ©2P* 2-7 
fame manner , Z*ſus Chriſt call-d the Bread his Body, the Hine his Blood ; He IITk. 
aſſures us that Zeremias believed Tranſubſtantiation , but whether he did or 
not we ſhall ſee hereafter ; He likewiſe tell us that Photius joyns this expreſ- 
fon with that which naturally denotes Tranſubſtantiation, ro wit, that the 
; common 
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common Bread is changed ineo the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, plecdas, by 
this is meer mockery todelire us to believe that a Term fo general as 15 that 
of wiecinmdv, does naturally fignifie a Converſion of Subſtance. 


Bill. Patr.. | 1 N the ſecond place the Greeks are wont in this Controverhie to reproach 
Tom.q. Fdit4- the Latins with their eating the Jewiſh Azyme , and thar they eat it as a Fi- 
' gure of the Hleſhof Chriſt, 795u offer to God iz Sacrifice, lay's Nicetas Petto. 

ratus, the Azyme and dead Bread of the Fews , and eat it as a Figure of the true 

and living hs wk 4 Feſus Chriſt ; and a little further, b« that makes the Azyme, 

and eats it, altho he has not taken this Cuſtom from the Fews, yet does he in this 

imitate them , and his Knowledge is no greater than that of a Few. They ap- 

ply to this occaſion the Eleventh Canon of the Sixth Council in 7rlp, 
hich forbids the eating of the Azyme of the Jews , and this is near upon 
the ſame Language of all the reſt of the Greeks. But theſe expreſſions would 
be extravagant did they not ſuppoſe that which we eat in the Euchariſt to be 
real Bread ; for to ear the Body of Jeſus Chriſt under the Accidents of an 
Azyme, js not to eat the Azyme of the Jews, and in effect thoſe amongſt the 
[atins that have Tefuted them touching this Article have not fail'd to tell 
them, that aſter the Converſion *tisnolonger Bread , neither leaven'd nor un- 
leaven'd, but the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, and that in ſuppoſing this Converſi- 
on, the Queſtion concerning the 4zyme's is ſuperfluous , as appears in an 
Anonymous Treatiſe it the Bibliotheca Patrum,and in a Letter of Pope Gregory 
the 9rh.which Mr. Arnaud mentions in the Tenth Chaprer of his Third Book. 


IT appears likewiſe by a Treatiſe attributed to Gexnadius,the Patriarch 
of Conſtantinople , that at the Council of Florence , wherein *rwas ordain'd 
the Prieſts ihall conſecrate the Body of Jeſus Chriſt with leavened Bread, and 

' with the Azyme, every one according to the Cuſtom of his own Church, 
Gennad. pro the Greeks that rejected the Union thus loudly expreſſed themſelves, ſaying, 
Concil. Flor. That the Counc# had divided the Myſtery of the New Teſtament into two Parts, © 
caps ſeH.1. and madetwo Bodies of Feſus Chriſt, the one of unleavencd, and th other of lea- 
vened Bread, Which Language would be very improper in the mouths of 
Perſons who believe Tranſubſtantiation , for beſides that this would nor be 
two Bodies, but one alone under the different Species , itſhould at leaſt have 
been {aid they had ſet uptwo Bodies , one made of leaven'd thother of utn- 
leaven'd Bread. 


W E find that the Greets in this ſame Controverlie , to ſhew unleavencd 

Bread ought not to be uſed in this Myſtery , aflirm that Leaven is the ſame 

thing to Bread,as the Soul is to the Body,becauſe Bread receives elevation by 

means of the Leaven, ſo that they call leavened Bread, living Bread , as be- 

ing that which has Spirits, and on the contrary the Azyme dead Bread , a 

dead Lump , unfit to repreſent the living Body of Telus Chriſt ; and there- 

upon they ground this Accuſation , that the Zatins eat a dead Lump, inani- 

mate Bread, and not the Body of Jeſus Chriſt which iFof the ſarne Subſtance 

as ours , and is not void of Soul, as taught the . ener Apollinarins, We 

may find this kind of arguing in Cerslarias his Letter , in that of Wicetas 
Pedoratus, and in the Anſwers of Cardinal Humbert, and likewiſe defcrib'd at 

Bill Pair, large ip the Anonymous Author I mention'd, 7be Chriſtians _— ſay's he, 
Tem 4 Edit-4. was celebrated, not with unleaven'd Bread, but on the contrary with that which is 
teaver'd, to ſet forth the Perfeition of Feſus Chriſt. For our Lord has united 

to himſelf two Natures in one Perſon; and as the Divine Nature is moſt ſimple, 

ſo the humane Nature is compoſed of Soul and Body , or Fleſh. There being then 
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in F«ſus Chriſt the Divinity, the Soul and the Body, ſo likewiſe in the Myſtery 
of the Sacrament which we celebrate with compleat Bread, that is to ſay with lea- 
vened Bread, there are three things, namely, Flower, Zeaven, and Hater. But 
yours, far from being a true Sacrament, is no Sacrament at all, being [0 different 
from the Truth. But we find this arguing more clearly expreſſed in a Letter 
of the Patriarch of Axtioch to the Biſhop of ' Aquila : Thoſe, ſay's he ; that 
partake of the Azyme are in danger of falling into the Hereſie of Apollinarius, 
who did not ſtick to affirm that the Son of Goa took of the irgin Mary a Body de- 
fitute of Soul and Reaſon , affirming the Divinity was to him in ſtead of the 
rational Soul. The Azyme then which has neither Salt nor Leaven, is it not dead 
and inanimate, aud worthy in effett of Death ? Our Lord Feſus Chriit who is per- 
fett God and Man has two Natures,and one only Hypoſtaſis , having taken of the 
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Holy Virgin a living Body inaued with Underſtanding, and given us the Myſtery 


of the New Teſt ament by means of. perfe Bread, Suppoling the Bread of the 
Euchariſt robe a Myſtery that repreſents Jeſus Chriſt , its Subſtance till ex- 
iſfting, it will then be no hard matter to comprehend this reaſoning of the 
Greeks ; for they mean, that the. lump of. Bread: repreſents the Body of 
Chriſt, the Leave his Soul, or Life, and the Salt his Underſtanding, or Rea- 
fon, wherefore they ſay, that the Leayen ſtands for the Soul, and the Salt for 
the Underſtanding : So that partaking of this Bread, we myſtically eat the 
animate and living Body of Jeſus Chriſt, ſuch as it isin effe&t, and not ſuch 
a one as Apollinarius dreamt of, Whereas thoſe that partake of an zyme; 
doonly myſtically eat inanimate Fleſh. - But ſuppoſe , theſe People be- 
lieved Tranſubſtantiation, and judge then of their meaning. Zhey that cele- 
brate the Euchariſt,lay they, with unleavened Bread eat a,dead Zump; how ſo ? 
They eat not the Subſtance of the zyme, but that of the living Fleſh of Je- 
fus Chriſt. - 7hey offer, ſay they, Fleſh that is dead. How lo again, if they 
' offer dit in its proper Subſtance ſuch as it now is, that is to ſay living ? Zhey 
eat not the Body of Feſus Chriſt which is conſubſtantial with us, becauſe they eat an 
inanimate Azyme. Burt itis falſe that they eat the zyme, they receive only 
the colours and appearances of it, inthe ſame manner as others take the co- 
lours and appearances of leaven'd Bread. Their Sacrament is not indeed 
e Sacrament, differing ſo greatly from the Truth. Theix Sacrament being the 
Truth it ſelf, it can admit of neither difference nor reſemblance. Who ſees 
not theſe People are unintelligible if we imagine they argue from the Prin- 
ciple of Tranſubſtantiation? For if they only mean, that the matter of the 
Sacrament mult be leaven'd BreXFto become proper to be changed into the 
real Body of Jelus Chriſt, they muſt conſider it in the time preceding the 
Conſecration; as for inſtance, were I to ſhew that theſe Stones are notproper 
tobuild'a Pallace, I muſt conſider them in the time preceding the Building. 
Common ſence leads us to this. | But theſe People onthe contrary are wont 
almoſt always toconſider it in the time which follows the Conſecration. 7s 
partake, ſay's Nicetas,of an inanimate Azyme, you offer to God an Azyme, being 
the dead Bread of the Jews ; You are fed from. the Hebrews Table,and not from 
the living and rational 7able of the Lord. . 7ou communicate with the Fews, 


fay's Cerularius, you eat 4 dead Lump, ay's the Author of the Treatiſe of the 4,5... cw; 
Azymes againſt the Armenians ,. you receive an Azyme, you offer an Azyme, be- bef Tom.z mn 
ing dead Fleſh, whereas Feſus Chriſt has given his Myſtery , 9d T& T\Gs ffs, 1 4d If. Are 
with perfett Bread. All this does very ill accord with the Belief of Tran- *** 


ſubſtantiation. 


NEITHER will it be leſs difficult to reconcile it with ſome other ex- 
preſſions uſed by the Greeks in this ſame Controyerſie, as with that of Vice- 
& 2 Fac, 
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Nicet. pe. 1» t45, which*l already mention'd ; 70 offer 11 Sacrifice to God the Azyme, the 
Lat Bib Pats. Jed or unleavened Bread of the Fews , which you eat as a Figure of the true and 


living Fleſh of onr Lord; and that which he adds foon after. 70 ſay that 
the Apoſtles receiv'd the Azymes of Feſus Chriſt, and that they left 'em to you; 
for the celebrating of the Myſtery as a repreſentation of the Body of Feſus Chriſt, 
And that of #ohn Citrius which 1 already likewiſe mention'd , /e offer in 

«crifice leavened Bread for the Body of our Lord , «T1 Ts nugqans owpaTOy. 
And that of the Patriarth of nticch, the Leaven ſtands for the Soul , and the 
Salt for the Underſtanding. And that of Fobn the Metropolitan of Ruſſia in his 
Letter to the Pope,or rather tothe Archbiſhop of Romze,as he calls him, Ze/us 
Chriſt gave not to his Diſciples an Azyme, but Bread when he ſaid, Behold the 
Bread which Tgive you. Let Mr. Arnaud pretend what he will, yet Ireally be- 
lieve theſe expreſſions do not well pleaſe him. He may telius the Zucharift 
may be confider'd in two different reſpeQs; and that when 'tis looked upon in 
reference to its external Vail, *tis called a Figure and Bread,and yet the Do- 
Arine of Tranſubſtantiation receive no prejudice thereby. But this will not 
fatisfie the World, for *tis plainly apparent, the ſence of Viceras and other Au- 
thors reaches farther than this ; for to ſay, we offer dead Bread, unleavened 
Bread and figuratively ear it as the Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt,that our Saviour gave 
Bread to his Diſciples , thathe told them "twas Bread he gave them, that this 
Bread,ſhould Ggmfie his Body,the Leaven his Soul,and the Salt his Underſtand- 
ing,this is not a bare conſideration of ſimple Accidents. But 'tis on the contra- 
ry to ſuppoſe, that the Bread remains, for we can neither offer, nor eat, dead 
Bread, a dead Lump, unleavened Bread, the figurative Bread of the Fleſh of 
Jeſus Chriſt,if it does not remain Bread in its real Subſtance. The Bread can 
neither ſtand for the Body , nor the Leaven for the Soul, nor the Salt for the 
Underſtanding,if in effect this Bread, this Leaven and Salt donot any longer 
ſubſiſt, but give place to the Body, Soul, and Underſtanding of Jeſus Chriſt, 
Mr. Arzaud,may tell us, if he pleaſes, that Apapis his Monk of Mount 4thos, 
who taught Tranſubſtantiation makes uſe of this way of ſpeaking , that the 
Fucharift is to ws in the ſtead of Feſus Chriſt , wee ſhall find he is a Perſon that 
would not wholly eftrange himſelf from the expreſſions of the Greeks, if it 
be true that he received the DoQtrine of the Zatins. But we muſt go on 
with our proofs. 


OUR Fifteenth Proof, ſhall be drawn from the little care the Greeks take 
to preſerve the Subſtance of the Sacrament after its Conſecration. For it is 
not to be imagin'd ſuppoſing their Belief to be the ſame with that of the 
Church of Rome, they would be To negleAtul of it, and diſreſpeftful to it as - 
they are. Thave already related in my Anſwer to the Perperuity what Car- 
dinal Humbert wrote from Conſtantinople, touching their Cuſtom of burying 
under Ground the remains of the Communion , and letting fall the Crums 
thereof, without troubling themſelves about them. hen you break , lay's 
he, zhe Holy Bread, oy receive it, you are not concerned at the Crums falling down 
on the Ground, Netther zre you more careful when you wipe the Diſhes after an «+ 
wndecext manner, with the Leaves of Palm-trees, or Bruſhes made with Hlogs-' 
briſtles. Some among you gather np the Body of Chriſt with ſo great irreve- 
rence that you fill boxes with it , and to prevent the ſcattering of the Crums, 
prefs them down with your hands, They eat ltkewiſe what is left of the Oblation 
after the ſame manner as common Bread, and ſometimes ſo much of it , till they 
glut themſelves with it, and what they cannot eat they bury under Ground, or throw 
zt into Fells. He m another place ſeverely cenſures the Cuſtom of the 
Greeks ; To bury, fay's he, the Euchariſt , as ſore are ſaid todo, or put : in 
Bottles, 
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| Battles, or ſcatter it about, is certainly a great neglect, and ſign , that ſuch have 
ot the fear of God before their eyes. For the Holy and Divine Myſteries are 
the Faith-of Chriſtians. And in another place, in anſwer to Cerw/arizs, who 


boaſted that he would teach great and excellent things , are theſe , lay's he, __ 


thoſe great and excellent things you jþ2ak of, to place tbe Oblation on the Alter 
in ſo great a quantity, that neither the Miniſters nor People, can devour it, but 
10u muſt bury it, or throw it into Wells made for that purpoſc ? 


T HE Anonymous Author of the Treatiſe againſt the Greets obſerves 
the ſame thing with Humbert, At Faſter, lay's he, when the People receive the 
Communion, they provide abundance of Bread, and conſecrate it all z andvbecauſe 
the heaps which are left, cannot be kept, they bury them. 


T HIS Cuſtom of burying the Zachariſt remains ſtill among(t the Greeks ; 
for the Jeſuit Richard relates, that a poor Woman of the lfle ot Saint #rinis, 
had no ſooner received the Holy Communion, but ſhe brought it up again by reaſon 
of the weakneſs of her ſtomach , and that the Greek Prieſt, who gave it her be- 
fore he confeſſed her, did not ſeruple to take up what ſhe had vomited and bury it, 
together with the Sacred Particles at the foot of his Altar, for which fact hewas 
blam'd by the other Papa's , who woutd have him bury it on the Seaſhore , judge 
then, adds he, how great.is the ignorance of theſe Greek Prieſts , and how great 
our Saviour's patience to bear this? He anaoubtedly ſaw all theſe diſorders and 
indignities he was to ſuffer, when he inſtituted this Divine Sacrament. 


THE fame Author, fay's likewiſe, 7Þat their Prieſts following the Cuſtom 
of the Fews, let their Beards grow, which are all over wet with the Lord's Blood 
when they drink. Arcudins reproaches them in the ſame manner. -7Zhe Greek 
Prieſts, fay's he, receive the Euchariſt very uwdecently, for taking the conſecra- 
ted Bead they graſp it cloſe in their hands, and. ſo lift it up on their heads, (1 ſup- 
poſe they do this as a ſign of Honour and Yeneration) and having eaten the En. 
chariſt, and recited ſome Praiſes, they lift up their hands to their h>ads and ſtroke 
them , -for it commonly happens that ſome Crums ſtick thereon, As ſoon as they 
have drank the Blood,they do'not ſcruple to wipe their Beards with their hands, or 
—_— , as if they had drank common Hine ; and foraſmuch as they let 
their Bearas grow , and never cut their Mouſtaches , it frequently happens that 
drops of Blood fall from them on the Holy Veftments, or Altar, and not ſeldows 
on the Grewn!. He farther adds , 7hat the Rubrick of their Liturgy deceives 
them, and that theſe words ſhould be corretted , after the Prie#t has wiped his lips 
and the brims of the Sacred Chalices, with the Veyl he has in his hands , he calls 
the Deacon. Sacranns ſpeaking of the Ruſſians, ſay's likewiſe, Zhat they give 
the Communion to the People in naſty wooden Spoons, and wipe off the Crams which 
ſtick thereon with a cloth, letting - oo fall ou the Ground. 


THEY are far from being ſcrupulous, andtaking that care the Roman 
Church does, to prevent the #achariſts being eaten . by Vermin, for the 
Rats may run away with great pieces of it, and yet they not concerned 
thereat. Manvel the Patriarch of Conftantinople (whom B:nius ranks in the 
Seventh Century) being askt by one of his Biſhops what puniſhment he 
thought a Prieſt deſerv'd, who let a Mouſe run away with the conſecrated 
Bread , coldly anſwered , 7hat thoſe to whom theſe miſchances happen are not 20 
be blamed, becauſe theſe things are uſual, Multa enim ejr/ſomodls ſepe accidunt. 1: 
the like Queſtions were offer*d to a Latin Biſhop , *tis not ro be doubted bur 
he would infiſt on the care that ought to be taken for the prevention of theſe 

inconveniencies, 
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inconveniencies, and inſtead of -ſlighting the matter and exculing the Prieſt, 
as this Patriarch does, by-ſaying this often happens, he would on the contra- 
ry inventall ways imaginable to prevent this from ever hap'ning, 


LE T Mr. A#nard if he pleafes refleQt a little on all thefe things. How is 
it poſſible theſe People would ſhew {o little reverence and fo great negle& 
to the Subſtance of the Sacrament, did they believe it to be the proper Sub- 
ſtance of their Saviour? They eat thereof as common Bread till they have 
glutted themſelves , they bury it , and caſt it into Wells , and when any 
Crums thereof fall ro the Ground, or Rick on their hair, they are not all 
concerned thereat. They {pill the conſecrated Wine on their Beards, on the 
Altar, yea on the Ground, and matter it nor, and their Liturgy enjoyns them 
to wipe their lips with their handkerchers when they have received the 
Communion , to which we may add what I related in the foregoing Chap- 
ter, that they let the Sacrament hang a whole year 1n a linnen bag'on a nayl, 
expoſed to the mercy of worms , according to the exprels teſtimony of Sz- 
cranus , and the Archbiſhop of Greſne. Now what congruity has all this 
with the belief of Tranſubſtantiation ? Mr. rand may diſtinguiſh, if he 
pleaſes, between the neceſſary Conſequences, and thoſe of congruity, yet all 
his Philoſophy falls ſhort of perſwading us that theſe praQtices are conliftent 
with the belief, that *tis no longer the Subſtance of Bread , but the proper 
Subſtance of the Body and Blood of Chriſt. 


I ſhall finiſh this Chapter with a paſſage taken out of Oecumenias, which 
ſhall be my Seventeenth Proof. This Author (who is famous amongſt the 
Greeks and lived in theElEventh Century)expounding thele words of Saint Pe- 
ter, Let your Converſation be honeſt among the Gentiles,that whereas they ſpeak iff 
of you as of evil doers, they may glorifie God , Saint Peter,ſay's he; ſpeaks here of 
the falſe Accuſations of the Heathens , and if you would know the particulars 
thereof, read what Ireneus' Biſhop of Lyons has written touching the Martyrs 
SanCtus, ad Blandina, and you will be perfeitly informed. This in fewwords 
is an account thereof. The Greeks having taken ſome Slaves belonging to the 
Chriſtian Catecumeniſts, uſed great violence towards them to make them confeſs 
the Chriſtians /Ayſteries , and the Slaves not knowing what to ſay to pleaſe thoſe 
that ſo rudely handled them , remembred they heard their Maſters relate that the 
Holy Communion was the Body and Blood of Chriſt, imagining that *twas , In 
effeA Fleſh and Blood. HWhereupon they taking this as if the Chriſtians were 
wout REALLT to eat and drink human Fleſh and Blood made report hereof 
zo all the other Greeks, and by torments forced the Martyrs, Sanus, and Blan- 
dina #0 confeſs it. But Blandina afterwards wety pertinently demanded of 
them, how they could imagine People who out of Devotion did abſtain from eating 
Fleſh (whoſe uſe was permitted them,) ſhould do any ſuch thing. 


T HIS paſſage may be conſidered intwo reſpeQs , either as being of St. 
Treneus or Oecumenins. I know very well there are ſeveral Learned men that 
believe Occumenins was miſtaken in relating this Story as if it came from 
Saint Zrenevs, and in effet, we donot thus find it in the Letter of the Church- 
es of Yienna and Zyous produced by Euſebius. But in the ſecond reſpeQ, 
under which I now offer it , we may certainly conclude that *rwas the Senti- 
ment of Oecamenius himſelf. Forhow can we ſu ppoſe he would call the be- 


tief of the Slaves and Heatheniſh Inquiſitors a miſtake , 7hat the Holy Com- 
munion aid in effet# conſiſt of Fleſh and Blood , and that the Chriſtians did really 


ao this, Wherefore would he reckon this Errour amongſt the S/2nders of 
che 
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the Heathens ? Wherefore ſhould he introduce Blanding refuting this Imagi- 
, nation had he himſelf believed the Communion to be ix effect and reality the 
Fleſh and Blood of Chriſtin its proper Subſtance, and had this been the rea! 
Sentiment of his Church ? How came it to paſs , he did not endeavour to 
mollifie and explain theſe Terms , and ſhow that B/andina was miſtaken in 
denying the 4«chariſt to be is effeft and reallity Fleſh and Blood , Or that 
what did in this caſe was only to conceal from the Heathens , the 
Churches Belief in this particular , or in fine that ſhe only denied it in one 
ſence, to wit, that it was viſibly and ſenſibly Fleſh and Blood ? How happened 
it , he feared not leſt the Greets amongſt whom he lived when he gave this 
account would not be ſcandaliz'd at it, or the weak take hence occaſion to c2ll 

in queſtion the truth of the Doctrines of Tranſubftantiation and rhe real 

Preſence ? Yet does he not trouble himlelf in ſearching after mollifying 

Terms or Explanations, and the manner in which he has laid this down does 

clearly ſhew us that he did nor in any fort believe the Holy Communion to 

be really and in effe&t the Body and Blood of Chriſt ; nor imagin'd, he af- 

firm'd aoy thing contrary to the Doftrine of his Church, or which might 
be taken 1n an ill ſence. 


CHAP IX 


The Seventeenth Proof taken from the Difpute agitated amonoFt the 
Greeks #* the Twelfth Century touching the Euchariſt » Jome of 'em 
affirming the Body of Jeſus Chriſt to be mcorruptible , and others core 
ruptible. The Eighteenth, from a Paſſage out of Zonarus a Greek 
Monk that lived in the Twelfth Century. 


Mention'd in my Anſwer to the Perpervity a Diſpute which aroſe a- 

mongſt the Greeks 1n the Twelfth Century, touching the Body of Jeſus 

& Chrilt which we receive in the Zucharift , from whence I took occali- 

| on to,prove the.Greeks do not believe the Tranſubſtantiation of the Za- 

tins, Mr. Arnaud contents not himſelf with pretending my Proof is not good; 

but will needs draw a contrary Concluſion from the ſame Principle 1 made 

uſe of. Ir then lies upon me to examine iti this Chapter two Paſſages, the 

one of Nicetas Chontatus, and th'other of Zonarns who both take notice of 

this Controverfiez and to know whether this difference do's ſuppoſe Tran- 
{ſubſtantiation or not. 


I will begin with WVicetas , who lays down the Queſtion In theſe Terms. 


The Queſtion , ſay's he , was whether the Sxcred Body of Feſus Chriff which we Nicet Chon, 
receive, be incorruptible, ſuch 4s it has been ſince his Paſſion and Refarrettion, of 41.5. 3+ 


corruptible as it was before bis Paſſion-Before we go any further, we ſhould cori- 
ſider wherher *ris likely ſuch a Queſtion ſhould be ſtared in a Church thar he- 
lieves Tranſubſtanriation. This 1s a Point eafily decided if we conſider, 
that thoſe that hold this DoQrine donor reckon the Body of Jeſis Chriſt in 
the Fuchariſt to be either 1n a corruptible ftate;luch as it was before his PaM- 
on, or an incorruptible one, wherein ir has been ſince his Reſurre&tion. They 
have inventeda Third, which holds the middle berween the two others, and 
which 
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which equally agrees with the two times, before and after his ReſurreCtion, 
which is that they call the Sacramental State , 1n which they will needs have 
this Body to lie hid under the Accidents of Bread, being inviſible and inſenſi- 
ble in it {elf, without Extenſion, Aftion, or Motion, having all its Parts in one 
Point , and exiſting after the manner of Spirits. In this State according to 
them he has neither the incorruption he obtained by his Relurreftion,nor the 
Corruption he put onin coming into rhe World, but 1s corruptible in reſpect 
of the Species which encloſe him , and incorruptible by reaſon of chat Spiri- 
tuality which Tranſubſtantiation gives him. How can Mr. .4»a«4 imagine 
that in this Principle of the Sacramental State, there may be formed the Que- 
ſtion, whether he is incorruptible, ſuch as he has bzen fince his Reſurrection, 
or corruptible as before his Paſſion ? How can he conceive that Perſons.who 
have his third State in view, and are agreed amongtit themſelves, can fall into 
a debate touching the two others ? For it cannot be ſuppoled the ignorance of 
the Greeks has bin ſo great as not to let them ſce the inconſiſtency there is 
between their Queſtion and the DoCtrine of the Subſtantial Converſion , as 
it-is taught by the Zat:»s. No People canbe ſo ignorantas not to know that 
- a humane Body, ſuch as is that of our Saviour ; being under the Accidents 
of the Euchariſtical Bread , is neither the ſame that was on the Croſs , nor 
that which 70-45 touched when it was riſen, and we mult neceſſarily lip- 
poſe that he has neither the corruptibility under which he was before his 
death, nor the incorruptibility he received when he aroſe from the Sepulchre, 
but another incorruptibility, which comes to him from his exiſtence after che 
manner of a Spirit. They could not be ſo ignorant as not ro know that our 
Saviour celebrated his Sacrament before his death , and that we celebrate ir 
likewiſe ſince his Aſcenſion into Heaven, and that conſequently according to 
the Hypothefis of Tranſubſtantiation we cannot regulate the State of liis 
Body in the Myſtery, neither by one nor th'other of theſe two times , thar is 
to ſay, neither by the time which preceded his death nor that which followed 
his ReſurreQion, bur we muſt take a middle time which may agree both with 
the one and the other , whence ir plainly appears theſe People believed nor 
Tranſubſtantiation , for had they believed it, rhis difference had never aroſe 
among them z and ſo much conceraing, the Queſtion in general. Let us ſee 
now in what manner the two Parties maintained their Opinions. 


SOME, ſay's Nicetas, aſſerted tht it was incorruptible p becauſe thit the 
Participation of the Divine Myſtcries ts an acknowledgment and commemoration 
that our Lord died and roſe a2 ain for us,(as teaches the preat Divine Cyrillus) (6 
that -25/ ph part we recetrve, we recite intirely that which Thomas hinal d, 
na that he is as tt were eaten after his Reſurreit0n , accordin? to th:ſe followin: 
words of Saint Chryloſtom. O wonderfu! ! he thit fits at the rieht hand of the Ex: 
th:r,is ſound in the hands of ſinners ; and in another place, Fe ſus Chriſt is a fruit 
which budded in the Law, ripened in the Prophsts, and was eaten after its R:ſarre- 
(tion, and he tells us afterwards, this is no other Body than that which ws tos 
ſtrong for death, and which began our Life, Foy as a little Leaven leavens the 
whole Lump according to the ſaying of the Apoſtle , ſo likewiſe this Body which 
God has made immortal, bein? in ow Body changes ana converts it wholly into it 
[clf; ſome likewiſe all:dged theſe words of Eurychius that great lizht of the Charch, 
we recetve the Sacred Body of the Lord intircly and his precious Blood after th: 


ſame manner, although we receive but one part of it, for it is divided indiviſibly 
into all by reaſon of the mixture. 


MR. rnaud pretends this Party ſuppoſed Tranſubſtantiation , b:cauſe, 


ays 
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lay's he, they aſſerted after St. Chryloltom , that our Saviour was in Heaven Lib.1.cap 14. 
and on Earth, and after Eutychus that he was diftributed wholly and intirely to aft, P43 *+*: 


that is to ſay , they taught the real Preſence. But I hope he willcorre& his, 
that is to ſay , when he has conſidered that the Deſign of theſe Diſputants 
was only to ſhew in what reſpect Jeſus Chriſt communicates himſelf to us 
inthe Euchariſt, to wit, not as being mortal and corruptible , ſuch as he was 
before his Paſſion , but as being riſen. So that when they ſay we receive 
him whom 7homas handled , him who fitteth at the right hand of the Fa- 
ther, the ſame that vanquiſh'd death, the Body which God made immortal, 
they donct deſign thereby to ſignihe his Subſtance, bur only the State which 
followed his Reſurre&ion, as if they had ſaid, we do not ſo much receive that 
Body, which the Souldiers misuſed , as that which Zhomar handled , not f6 
much in reſpect that it was on Earth , but at the right hand of the Father, 
not ſo much for that it has ſuffered death , but vanquiſhed it , and that God 
has made it immortal , which is to ſay, ina word , that we receive him as . 
riſen, becauſe that in this Quality he 1s the Principle of our Life. It is clear 
that this was their drift, whence there can be nothing concluded in reference to 
the Subſtance,for when we receivethe Body of Jeſus Chriſt,not in Subſtance, 
but in Myſtery,yet do we receiveit in reſpe& of its being riſen ; and receive 
him alſo intire, and fo that paſſage of Futychus will not decide our difference. 


THERE need other conſidcrations for this. 


AND firſt it muſt be remembred that thoſe that will argue from the Hy. - 
pothelis of Tranſubſtantiation, that the Body of Jeſus Chriſt is incorrupti- 
ble in the Euchariſt, muſt not attribute to it the incorruptibleneſs which 
comes to it from the State of his Glory, tor beſides that ir could not have it, 
as Ialready ſaid, at the time ot the firſt Supper, ſeeing that our Saviour was 
not then glorifi'd, it is moreover apparent that even at this day , it is not in 
this State of Glory and Majeſty which it has in Heaven. They muſt then at- 
tribute to it this other incorruption, which is the effett of irs Sacramental 
State. And'tis unto this that the DoQtrine of the ſubſtantial Preſence does 
naturally and neceſſarily drive them. It is therein incorruptible, becauſe 'tis 
indiviſible and inſenſible after the manner of Spirits. 


YE T donot the Greeks mention one word tending to this ſacramental in- 
corruption , they ſpeak abſolutely only concerning the incorruption which 
follows his ReſurreQtion and Glorthcation , which 1s an evident token the 
argued not. from the Principle of Tranſubſtantiation. Secondly , had theſe 
Greeks intended to propoſe our Saviour's ReſurreQtion ; wheretore {ay they, 
that the Myſteries are a commemoration of it as well as of his death ? for 
they might with greater ſtrength and clearneſs of reaſon affirm, that ſeeing 
*tis the proper Subſtance of the Body that is riſen, it can be no more either 
paſſible or corruptible, as it was before the ReſurreQion. How comes it 
then to paſs they mention not a word of that which reaſon would ſuggeſt to 
them, ſuppoling they believed the Converſion of Subſtances ? 


YET Mer. Arnaud tells us their reaſoning was good, aud that it overthrew 


the whole Foundation of thoſe Hereticks, which was , that the Euchariſt only re- pag 241. 


preſented our Saviour Chriſt in a Stats of Death, whence they concluded he was in 
it only in a State of Death, in taking for their Principle that he was therein ſuch, 
cs he is repreſented. But Mr. Arnaud does not conſider , that beſides it is not 
true that the Adverſarics of theſe Greeks did rake for their Principle that the 

Aa Body 


T hat the Greeks do not Book To 


— rr ——  ——— 


— — —_— 


Body was in it, ſach as 'tis therein repreſented , in ſuppofing it was 
really in it ; 1 ſay this would be moreover to impute to theſe Greeks , 
not a reaſon , but an overthrowing of all reaſon and common ſence. 1t 
we believe Mr. Arnaud their Adverſaries muſt have reaſoned in this 
manner. Jeſus Chriſt is in the Zachariſt, ſuch as he is therein repreſen- 
ted; now he is therein repreſented, in a State of Death, he is then therein 
effeftually dead. Suppoling they believed Tranſubſtantiation, were they not 
very imprudent to let {lip this firit Propoſition, which is altogether contrary 
to Tranſubſtanriation in the ſence Mr. Arnaud would have them hold it, to 
apply themſelves to the ſecond, which is undeniably evident. For no body 
ever denied , that our Saviour is repreſented in the Euchariſt in a State of 
Death, ſeeing this Sacrament is a commemoration of his Death. But thoſe 
that hold the Tranſubſtantiation of the Bread into the living and glorifi'd 
Body of Jeſts Chriſt , may not Eran that he is really in it ſuch as he js re- 
preſented , becauſe he mult be effeQtually dead, being repreſented therein as 
dead , which is punQtually what the Adverſaries of theſe Greeks would con- 
clude. They had been then very imprudent to paſs by the firſt Propoſition 
of their Adverſaries Argument, on which they might defend themſelves and 
apply themſelves to the ſecond , againſt which there could be nothing ſaid. 
For as 1 already obſerved , it cannor be denied but that our Saviour is repre- 
ſented in the Euchariſt in a State of Neath. But would they not likewiſe 
have been very impertinent to apply themſelves to the ſecond Propoſition (in 
aſſerting as they have done) that our Saviour is repreſented in the Fuchariſf 
ina State of Death and Reſurreftion both together ? What is this bur to 
conclude , that he is then in it at the ſamerimeaQually dead, and aftually 
riſen by this Principle acknowledged by both Parties , har he is really in it 
ſuch as he is "therein repreſented. The Catholicks, ſay's Mr. Arnaud, overthrey 
the Foundation of the Hereticks, by a Paſſage of Szint Cyrils, in which this holy 
man affirms that the Euchariſt is the Confeſſion of Feſus Chriſt dead and riſen for 
us. Whence they rizhtly concluded that be was then in it in a State of Reſurre- 
tion , and conſequently in an incorruptible State, It this Concluſion be good, 
as Mr. Arnwma fay'sit is, this is fo too; he is then init in a State of Death, 
and conſequently in a State of Corruption, for Cyrillus does as well affcr: 
that *is the Conteſſion of Jeſus Chriſt dead, as rilen ; whence it follows th: 
according to theſe People our Saviour dies and riſes again effeually in ti: 
Euchariſt, And thus do they argue according to Mr. Arnaud, Our Savic: 
is in the Zuchariſt , uchas he is therein repreſented, now he is repreſented 
therein, not only in a State of Death bur ReſurreQtion. He is then really in 
it not only dead, but likewiſe riſen again , and conſequently corruprible 2nd 
incorruptible both together. This would be the molt fottiſh reaſoning ima- 
ginable, for after this manner they would as well argue tor their Adverſaries 
as themſelves. And'yet this is the arguing which Mr. r24aud ſo commends. 
And into theſe abſurdities and extravagancies does he lead thoſe Perſons he 
would have favourable to him. 


YET he adds, 7hat "tis aneaſie matter to conclude that according to theſe 
Catholicks, Feſu Chriſt was really preſent in the Euchariſt , but *tis a hard mat- 


ter tO atvine y what means Mr. Claude has concluded he was not in it. Itisno 
ſuch difficult matter to know this. For if theſe People ſaid not what com- 
mon ſence immediately dictated to them , ſuppoſing they believed Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, bur on the contrary that which even common ſence would hinder 
them from ſaying, it follows they had not this Hypotheſis in their Minds. 
Now this 13 what my Proof contains, for it ſhews that what they faid would 

be 
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be an extravagancy, znd likewiſe what they ought to ſay, and have nor laid. 
For they ought to lay that our Saviour ſince his ReſurreQion can be no long- 
er in a State of Death, or paſſibility , and conſequently that being really in 
the Euchariſt, he cannot be therein corruptible, and this they have not ſaid. . 


Bll T how, (fay's Mr. Arnaud,) can Mr. Claude know what they rave ſaid, or 
not ſaid? Hill he pretend that all the reafoaings of theſe Perſons are tontain'd 
in the ſhort account this Hiſtorian gives us of this Debate. But I do not pre- 
tend to this , for I only ſay, rhar if the Greeks whoſe Diſpute ts ſet down by 
Nicetas, believed Tranſubſtantiation , he would have made them reaſon after 
another manner than rhey do, he would have made them ſay what ſence and 
reaſon doreadily ſuggeſt to People that hold this Dotrine, and not Imperti- 
nencies, which could never enter into the mind of a man prepoſſeſſed with 

'Tranſubſtantiation, 


BUT, adds he, theſe Greeks have expreſly ſaid, what My. Claude blomes _w— 
them for not ſaying. For have they not expreſſed this clearly in th-ſe Words, © 
that whatſoever part we receive of the Euchariſt, we receive intirely Feſus Chriſf 
himſclf whom Thomas handled, becauſe we eat him after his Reſurreition, which 
they confirmed by divers Paſſages of the Fathers, and amongſt the reſt by that of 
Sr. Chryloftom  O wonderful ! He __— at the right hand of the Fathey 
is found in the hands of ſinners. T anſwer that Mr. Arnaud comprehends 
not the force of an ObjeCtion but only when he pleaſes. I do not deny bur 
that theſe Greeks ſaid, That Jeſus Chriſt is in the Zucharift as riſen, and that 
we receive him wholly and intire. This is the State of their Queſtion, and 
they prove it by Paſſages taken out of the Fathers. 'But I ſay that had they 
reaſoned on the Hypotheſis of the ſubſtantial Converſion , they would have 
ſaid that Jeſus Chriſt ſince his ReſurreQtion can be no longer either mortal 
or paſſible in himſelf, that he exiſts on the Altar after the manner of a Spirit, 
and is conſequently incorruptible ; that the ſubſtantial Converſion cannot be 
made in the dead and inanimate Body of Jeſus Chriſt , foraſmuch as this is a 
State which has ceaſed ſince ſo many Ages, and that it would be blaſphemy 
and horrid cruelty againſt the Majeſty of the Son of God to make him die 
every day really and perſonally. And this is what I faid in plain Terms,. but 
Mr. 4r»aud would not underſtand me. I tell him therefore again, that com- 
mon ſence led the Greeks to this , had their belief been the ſame as the Za- : 
tins, Yet you cannot find this in what /Vicetas makes them ſpeak. You 
read indeed that whatſoever part we receive, we partake of him whom 7ho- 
| as handled,;that is to ſay,of ſeſus Chriſt ; the word Same whick Mr. Arnaud 
| has added, is of his own 1avention. You find there that he is caten after his 

ReſurreQtion, and inſtead of Mr. Arnaud's Becauſe , there is in the Greek a 
Diminutive Particle <5 £evau, he 7s as it wereeaten, but you find not that 

Jeſus Chriſt can be any more pafhble, nor that he is in the Euchariſt after the 

manner of a Spirit, nor what a great outrage it would be tothe Son of God 

to make him die and ſuffer perlonally again. And yet this is what ought 

to be ſaid according to ſence and reaſon, ſuppoſing they believed the real Pre- 
: # Afence,and defign'd torefute their Adverſarics. . 


) NICEFT AS continuing to relate as from the part of theſe Greets the 
Paſſage of ZFuthychius, adds theſe words, /t is as a Seal which imprints its 
- form on the matters which receive it , and which yet remain one, after this Com- 
r munication , without beino diminiſhed or changed into thoſe things which receive 
þ the Impreſſion , altho ſeveral in number. #Fven as one voice alone uttered by a 
] | | Aa 2 Perſon, 
C 
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Perſon, and caſt pars into the Air , remains wholly intire in him that utters it, 
and yet is carried wholly intire 1n the Air to the ears of them which hear it, with- 
out any of the hearers recerving more or lef, but it remains indivifible and wholly 
intire in all, when they ſhould be ſeveral thouſands in number, altho it be but one 
Body, for a voice is nothing elſe but verberated Air. Let no one then doubt but that 
after the Holy Sacrifice and Reſurreition of the incorruptible and immortal Body 
of our Lord, and his holy and living Blood are applied to the Anti-Types by their 
Conſecration , but that they do 1 ſay as much imprint his proper virtue , as the 
things I offered by way of example do , and that he fully and intirely exiſts in 
them. 1know not what Mr. Arnasd thinks of theſe words , bur certainly he 
ought not to ſuppreſs them as he has done. He mentions what precedes, 
and follows them, but leaves out thoſe that are in the middle. *Tis probable 
he could not well brook this compariſon of the Seal that imprints its Image 
on ſeveralthings, nor that of the voice which multiplies it ſelf in the Air, 
without loſing its Unity , for in effe&there happens no change of Subſtance 
neither in the Matter that receives impreſſion , nor in the Air which receives 
the voice, and theſe ſeveral Matters to which the Scal communicates its I- 
mage , or thoſe ſeveral parts of the Air into which the voice is carried are 
oneand the ſame thing amongſt themlſclves, and with the Seal , or the firſt 
Air, inreſpeC of the Characters, or Articulation, but not at all in reſpe& of 
the Subſtance; whence we may conclude the ſame thing concerning the parts 
of the Sacrament, which is to ſay, that the Bread althoit receives the imprel- 
fion of the virtue of Chriſt's Body , yet does it keep its Subſtance , after the 
ſame manner as the Body of Jeſus Chriſt retains his, the virtue remaining the 
ſame inall the parts of the Bread.  *Tis probable he did not like, that in pro- 
poſing the compariſon of the Seal , Zutychins has obſerv'd , that *tris wat 
changed into the things to which it communicates its CharaQters , whence it 
follows,that they are not likewiſe changed ſubſtantially into him. ?Tis likely 
he could not well relliſh this expreſhon , that the Body and Blood of Jeſus 
Chriſt are «pplied to the Anti-Types, and that they imprint noleſs in them their 
proper virtues %udac 94s, than the Seal does in things , and the voice 
which a man utters in the Air. In cfte&t I am much miſtaken if this does 
not repreſent the Idea of a Body of Jeſus Chriſt , in virtue and efficacy a- 
gainſt which Mr. Arnand has ſo great an averſion. I am greatly deceived 
if theſe expreſſions be not inconliſtent with the DoQtrine of Tranſubſtantia- 
tion or the real Preſence. For what mean this Body and Blood applicd to 
the Anti-Types by Conſecration, and which asa Seal imprint on them their 
proper virtues, if we ſuppoſe theſe Anti-Types to be really changed into 
this Body and Blood, and become the ſame numerical Subſtance ? But be it as 
it will, Mr. 4r2aud oughtnot to retrench all this Diſcourſe from the midſt of 
the reſt, or if he defign'd to do it, not to reproach me, for that in my Anſwer 
to the Perpetuity, T did not mention at large the Paſſages of Wicetas and Z'- 
narts. I cancaſilier juſtitie my felf concerning this particular than he can 
himſelf, for it will appear at the end of this Chapter, that *rwould have been 
very adyantagious to me to repreſent them at their full length , and the rca- 
{on why I did itnot, was becauſe I was unwilling to tire the Reader with 
Paſſages which are very long , and the ſum of which may be repreſented 
in few words ; beſides I have cauſed them to be printed at large in the Mar- 
gent of the laſt Edition of my Book. We muſt then attribute this reproach 
\. - Mr. Arnaud makes me, to his humour and not to his Judgment , for had he 
- takentime to conſider, he would have ſpared us the reading of {ſo frivolous a 

| matter. But when wecall to mind that he himſelf has ſuppreſſed one part 


of ZEutychus bis Diſcourſe , this muſt be ſaid to be an effeR of his Judgment 
an 
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and not of his humour, for he ſeems to be naturally an Enemy to Com pe 
diums. 


I'N fine Nicetas , having made the Greeks of the firſt party ſpeak their 
ſence, he introduces the other,and adds theſe following words, Hbich things 
being alledged by theſe , and they producing ſeveral other Teftimonies of the 
Church, the others replitd on the contrary, That the Myſtery is not an acknowledg- 
ment of the Reſurreition, but only a Sacrifice, and conſequently is corruptible, betws 
withoat Soul or Underſtanding , and that the Communicant does not receive Feſres 
Chriit intire, but in part. For were it, lay they, incorruptible, it would be 1n- 
dued with Spirit , it would be alive, it could neither be touched, ſeem, nor chewed 
with the Teeth, and in its cutting it would be inſenſible of pain. 


T O know whether theſe People believed Tranſubſtantiation , or the real 
Preſence, we need only inquire whether they had common ſence, for unleſs 
they were deprived of it, they could never believe that the Subſtance of the 
Bread is changed into the dead and inanimate Body of our Lord,which is ſeen, 
handled, cut, and chewed with the teeth, and which altho inanimate , yer is 
grieved and pain'd to ſee it ſelf thus uſed. If Mr. Arnand can make us be- 
lieve this he may make us believe any thing. How apparently impious and 
contraditory would this their Opinion be to expoſe our Saviour again to 
grief and pain; to imagine they fee him and chew him with their tecth, and 
cut his fleſh in pieces , that every one may partake thereof, to believe he is 
without Life and Soul «rsv % «ww, and yet thathe is pained and grieved, 
Foy egotwov #, oSurauey. 


BUT It will be perhaps then demanded what is their ſence , ſeeing Mr. 
Arnaud aſſures us, That all this would be ridiculous, if we underſtand it as 
meant of Bread , which is only the Figure of our Saviour , and which can- 
tainsonly his virtue. Ianſwer, 'tisno hard matter to give their words a na- 
tional ſence in ſuppoſing they _ believe a change of Myſtery and Virtue, 
for they mean that we receive Jeſus Chriſt i the Z«c24riſt, as dead and 1a- 
crific'd for us, and that for to thus repreſent him the Symbols are taken from 
the number of thoſe things which haveineirher Lite nor Underſtanding, 
from amongſt thoſe things (I ſay) which we ſee, handle and chew with our 
teeth, and which relate to the firſt viſible State of Jeſus Chriſt , when he 
lived oa Earth , and was ſubje&t to pain and miſery ; whereas were he rc- 
preſented in it in his incorruptible State, wherein he1s no more viſible to our 
cyes , nor liable to the ill uſages of his Enemies , our Lord would without 
doubt employed other Symbols, wherein theſe dolours are not fo lively repre- 
ſented. And as to what they fay concerning our not receiving Jeſus Chriſt 
wholly entire, but in part, this ſuppoſes nothing elſe but that they believe the 
whole Body of the Bread receiving the impreſſion of our Saviour's virtue 
becomes his whole Body, and that each Particle is in effeCt bur one part of it. 
'Tis probable likewiſe they had regard to the moral Body of our Saviour 
which is the Church,and is repreſented by Bread, of which every one takes a 
part, to ſignifie that every particular Believer is not the whole Body, hut one 
part thereof in communion with the reſt , according to that of Saint Paul, 
For we being many are one Bread and one Body ; for we are all partakers of 1 Cn. 106 
that one Bread. | 


S O that here's the Paſſage of Wicetas examin'd, and to the end it may 
not be thought the ſence I give it is only grounded on meer conjettures , we 


ſhall 
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ſhall ſee immediately that Zonarws expretſes himſelf to the lame effeRt, and 
that theſe two Authors explain.one apother. And this is the realon Why [ 
differ'd in this particular trom Mr. Aubertin - when he thought Wicetas did 
not faithfully relate the Queſtion, and that in eftect the Diſpute was grounded 
on Tranſubſtantiation, and the real Preſence. This was his conjeCture, and 
we all know that the meer conjetures of Authors, altho otherwile never {0 
judicious, lay not any neceſſity upon us of following them. Every man is at 
liberty in theſe kinds of matters , and Mr. /rmaud who ſcruples not to devi- 
ate ſometimes from the Opinions of his own. Doctors in Points of greater 
importance, had little reaſon to ſay, 7ht here / am at variance with my Ma 
fer Aubertin. I do in truth profeſs my ſelf a Diſciple to thoſe that pre- 
ceded me, for I am not of an alpiring humour, neither have I as yet been ac. 
cuſed of affeQing Singularity , bur when Maſters offer their conjeQures un- 
der the title of viderur, touching an Hiſtorical Paſſage, as Mr. Azbertin has 
done, the Diſciples have right to judge of it and reject it, if their conjectures 
*be not well grounded. W hich is what I have done in this particular, and 
Mr. 4raaud muſt not pretend to refute me by oppoſing Mr. Aubertiz againſt 
me , much'leſs in quoting ſome pretended Marginal Notes of /Y0/phins, 
which appear aot1n his /Vicetas, Printed at Baſil, 1557, 


I come now to the other Paſſage which I {aid belong'd to Zonarms, and 

Tom.6-C5ri%. \yhich Allatins attributes to Glycas, He know, lay's he, dear Brother, that ſome 
Hom - pens ſuffering themſelves to be too much led away by their own reaſonings , do raiſe 
adzerſ.antrop. doubts concerning the nature of the immaculate Myſteries, ſometimes maintaining 
Alt adv. the Euchariſt to be incorruptible, ſeeing it communicates to us the life immortal, 
_— and othertimes affirming it is corruptible, becauſe we chew it with the teeth and eat 
it. They aſſert likewiſe ſeveral otber things according to their own fancy , and 
as it were, making a ſport and jeſt of theſe ſerious things. But as for your part, 
dear Brother, follow not their example , trouble not your ſelf with examining the 
Myſteries , leſl that cureonſty enquiring whether the Holy Communion be above cor- 
ruption, or whether it laſts but for a time , in truſting too much to your ſelf you 
exceed the bounds of Truth, © For theſe kind of things are to be believed, not que- 
ſtioned. And let not your reaſon make: you ſo much a Sceptick as not\to rejeſt one 
of theſe Opinions as impions, and hold the other. For in examining them you 
will find they may be both maintain'd in a Catholick ſence. The Bread of the 
Protheſis,is that very Fleſp of our Saviour that was crucifi'd at the time of his Paſ- 
fion, and laid in the Sepulchre. | Hhich manifeſtly appears by what our Lord ſaid 
to his Apoſtles when he inſtituted the Myſteries of the New Teſtament , for in 
' giving *em to them, he ſaid, take eat, this is my Body which is broken for you {or 
the remiſſion of ſins. Conſider , that if the Fltſh of our Lord had not been cor- 
ruptible it would not have been ſubject to the corruption of Death, For that 
which is incorruptibleis above all corruption. The Bread then of the Prothe(is is 
ſubjeft to corruption ," as being the real Fleſh of Feſus Chriſt , which is cut , and 
chewed with the teeth, for were it incorruptible it could be neither cut nor eates ; 
' moreover be not troubled at this ſaying , nor think it hard and inſupportable , for 
although we ſpeak to you of corruption in this divine and dreadful Cummunion, 
yet is it in fine attended with incorruption. For the Fleſh of our Lord after it 
had yielded to death, and was laid in the Sepulchre, was not corrupted according 10 
the ſaying of the Prophet, Thou wilt not ſuffer thy Holy One th ſee corruption, 
for being preſerved by the Divinity it remain'd incorraptible. So likewiſe the 
Bread of the Protheſis after it has been chewed with the teeth, and deſcended into 
the Stomach as in a Sepalchre , returns to the ſtate of incorruption according to 
John Damalcene, being wnited to the Subſtance of the Soul. And therefore thoſe 
; that 
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that depart this life, if they have participated of the Holy Myſteries of our Lord 
with a pure conſeience,are taken up by Angels by means of what they have received, 


as ſay's Saint Chryloſtom. 


MR. Arnaud that always offers his Arguments as Decrees , ſay's, 7ht 4 
man need but only read theſe words , that th: Bread which is offered on the 
Altar is that very Fleſh of Chriſt which was cracifi'd and buried , to explode the 
vain Arguments of Mr. Claude, and thit a man who undertakes to argue apainſt 
ſuch an Fvidence deſerves not to be beard, And I paſſing by the vanity of his 
Diſcourſe , which ſhews how greatly *ris his intereſt that I be not heard, do 
demand Publick Audience to diſcover the Nullity of his Proof. There is 
nothing more uſual in Eccelſiaſtical Writers then to fay of a Subje& ro which 
the Scripture gives the name of Jeſus Chriſt, that *ris Jeſus Chriſt himſelf, : 
Saint Chryſoſtom ſpeaking of a poor man, lay's, That. he is Feſus Chriſt himſelf, Chryſuft. Hom, 
who ſuffer” d death;for us. Diſcourſing in another place of the Churchyhe ſay's, 15," &:. 
That it is the Body it ſelf of Feſus Chriſt. Saint Auſtin expreſſes himſelf af- do. 
ter the ſame manner in ſeveral places, and were it requiſite , we could eaſily «A«z%/ i 
ſhew that this ſame, or he himſelf, is applied ſometimes to the Poor, and ſome- __ we 
times to the Church , and ſometimes again to every particular Believer in g;. d-»cvb. 
Sedultus, Ceſarins, Fulgentius, Ephraim, Yalerian, in Alcuinus amongſt the Pu: 
Ancients, and Cabafilas and Feremias amongſt the Modern. Moreover how 
can Mr: Arnaud (who ſo triumphantly charges me with differing from Mr. 
Aubertininan Hiſtorical Paſſage) maintain that the Evidence of theſe words 
of Zonarns , (the Bread is the very Fleſh it ſelf of Feſus Chriſt which has bees 
ſacrifice for us) leaves no place for my arguings , he I ſay , who knows very 
well that the moſt famous DoQtors of the Roman Church do teach that this 
Propoſition, the Bread is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, cannot be admitted but in 
a Figurative Sence ? Every Propoſition, lay's Occam , in which the Body of Fe- 0ccham quad 
ſus Chriſt is ſaid to be Bread, is zmpoſſible. This Propoſition , ſay's Bellarmin, +: qveſ.. 35. 
that the Bread is the Body of Feſus Chriſt, if it be not taken Figuratively and in _—_— 1. d. 
this ſence , that the Bread ſignifies the Body of Feſus Chriſt, is wholly abſurd and © ou 
impoſſible, for the Bread cannot be the Body of Feſus Chriſt. 


SUAREZ and Paſquez affirm the ſame thing , and were tiot theſe 
three laſt ſeſuits, I might likewiſe ſay in my turn, that heye the Diſciple is at 
variance with his Maſters. In the third place 1 affirm that inthe Diſcourſe 
of Zonaras the Term of , the ſame, relates not ſo much to that of Fleſh, as 
that of ſacrific'd, as Mr. Araand renders it, and of buried, to ſignifie yot the 
Breads this Fleſh in propriety of Subſtance , but that it is this dead and bu- 
ried Fleſh ; which ſhews how frivolous Mr. Arnand's Proof is, for this can 
neither be the ſame death gor burial , ir muſt then of neceſſity be another. 
Ia fine, 'tis but obſerving never 1o little Zozarus Diſcourſe, and we ſhall find 
he diſtinguiſhes the Bread from the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, for he compares 
the one with the other , ſaying, that as the Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt ſuffered 
death and was buried, ſothe Bread is ſubje& to corruption ; being chewed 
with the tecth, eaten, and fent down into the Stomach, as in a Sepulchre 
and that as the Fleſh of Chriſt overcame corruption , ſo in like mariner the 
Bread becomes incorruptible, and paſles into the Subſtance of the Soul ; 
which ſhews that his ſence is, that the Bread is the Fleſh it ſelf of Jeſus 
Chriſt, not Subſtantially, but Myſtically, and conſequently this pretended E- 
vidence of Mr. Arnaud is no more than one of his Whimſiies. 


I'N effeQ, ſuppoſe that Zonarss believed Tranſubſtantiation, and that 
what 
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what he calls Bread is the-proper Subſtance of Jeſus Chriſt , is it poſſible his 


extravagancy has lead him fo far asto believe that this Fleſh is at firſt corrup- 


- tible, and afterwards becomes incorruptible ; thar it is cutand chewed with 


the Teeth , and in fine reduced into the Subſtance of the Soul ? Mr. Arnaud 


1id peg#44. Tay's, 'tis probable. that Zonarus abuſes the word corruption and extenas this 


erm to all the changes that happen to the Body of Feſus Chriſt , not in it ſelf 
but in reſpect of the Vayl which coversit. But this evaſion will not ſerve his 
turn, for Z onarus ſay's, that the Bread is ſubjett to corruption, as being the true 
Fleſh of Feſus Chriſt. Now *tisnot in reſpeCt of its Accidents, or Vayl, that 
*is the true Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt according to the Hypotheſis of Tranſub- 
ſtantiatiord. It is ſo by the change of Subſtance. Not to take notice that 
to eat and chew Accidents with the teeth (that is to ſay.Figures and Colours 


ſtript from their Subſtance) is a ſingular Fancy. 


T HIS Paſſage of Zozerus which 1 now examin'd puts me in mind of 
another of rhe ſame Authors, who was a Grecian, and tamous amongſt his 
own People and lived about the Twelfth Century , which ſhall be my Eigh- 
teenth Proof. The Paſſage is taken out of his Commentaries on the Can- 
nons of the Apoſtles and Councils. See here what he writes on the 32. 
Canon of the Sixth Council i» 7rallo ; The Divine Myſteries, I mean the 
Bread and Wine, do repreſent to us the Body and Blood of our Lord, for in giving 
the Bread to his Diſciples, he ſaid to them, take eat this is my Body, and in delive- 
ring the Cup, he ſaid, arink * all of it,this is my Blood, Seeing then the, Lord 
in his Divine Paſſion , after be had poured out his Blood, cauſed to flow from his 
Side pierced with a Spear , nt only Blood., but likewiſe Water , the Charch has 
therefore thought it neceſſary to mingle Water with the Hine in the Holy Myite- 
ries, 


THERE may be made two important Refleftions on this Paſſage; 
Firſt, he ſay's, the Bread and Wine do repreſento us the Body and Blood of 
Jeſus Chriſt, which cannot agree with the DoQtrine of the Church of Rome, 
unleſs forced by ſeveral Interpretations unknown to the Greeks, as that by the 
Bread we muſt underſtand the Accidents or Appearances of Bread ; and by 
the word pgs an incluſive Repreſentation of the thing it ſelf. Secondly, 

that grounding as he does this Repreſentation of the words of Chriſt , 7k 
is my Body,this is my Blood,it is clear that he has taken them himſelf in a ſence 
of Repreſentation, 'and believed that *rwas as much as if our Saviour had 
ſaid, Z7his Bread repreſents my Body , this Cup my Blood ; for otherwiſe he 
could not ground as he has done his Propoſition , that the Bread and Cup re: 
preſent the Body and Blood of our Lord, on this reaſon, that our Saviour faid, 
This is my Body, this is my Blood, | 


T HIS Paſlage ſeeming to determine the Queſtion in our favour , it will 
not be arails therefore to conſider , what may be oppoſed againſt it; to avoid 
its force , Zonarss makes uſe of the Term of axez5mv, which may beſayd 
to be better rend'red, not repreſext, but preſent, give, communicate ; and that 
the ſence of this Author is not, that the Bread and Wine do repreſent to us 
the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, as Signs and Piftures repreſent their 

- Original, but that they preſent and communicate them to us in effe&t , inal: 
muchas they contain the Subſtance of them, and that *tis to confirm this Pro- 
polition he alledges the words of our Saviour , 7his is my Body , this is my 
Blood, But this evaſion will not ſerve turn , if the ſence and ſequel of -:- 
xarus his Diſcourſe be never fo little conſfider'd. His Deſign was to gy 

the 
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the Armenians , in ſhewing that there_ought to be Water mingled with the 
Wine in-the Chalice. To prove this, he aſſerts, we muſt repreſent in the 
Myltery the Water and Blood which ran down the pierced Side of our Sa- 

. viour when on the Crofs, and to cohfirm this Propoſition, he has recourſe to 
this general Maxim, that the Myſteries, which is to ſay, the Bread and Wine, 
do repreſent the Body and Blood of our Lord. Which plainly ſhews then 
we mult not tranſhte the Verb m2zmn, preſent,or give, for why, ſay's he, 
the Bread and Chalice give us the Body and Blood of Chriſt ; but becauſe 
Jeſus Chrift has ſaid , ZÞis is my Body , this ts my Blood. We muſt then pur 
W ater into the Cup, becauſe Blood and- Water iſſued out from our Saviour's 
Side. The Armenazs have faid on the contrary there muſt be none pur in, 
becauſe the Lord only made mention of his Blood ; that *tis very uncertain, 
whether the Myſteries give us this Water which ran down from our Lord's 
Side ; and that ſuppoſing they do give it us, yet does it not hence follow we 
muſt mingle Water with the Wine in the Cup, the Wine alone being ſuffici- 
ent to be tranſubſtantiated into the Blood and Water which accompanies the 
Blood. We muſt then neceſſarily (if we ſuppole Zonarms ſpeaks fence) un- 
derſtand, the Term of 7«e:5n, in the ſence of Repreſentation , and then 
his Diſcourſe will appear rational ; The Myſteries repreſent the Body and 
Blood of Jeſus Chritt, asthey were upon the Craſs. Now in this State there 
ifſued from the pierced Side of Jeſus Chrilt Blood and Water, we muſt then 
expreſs in the Myſtery this Circumſtance, and to expreſs it we muſt mingle 
Water with the Wine in the Sacred Chalice, to the end that as the Wine re- 
preſents the Blood, ſo the Water may repreſent this Divine Water which 
guſhed out together withYe Bloog from our Saviour's Side. And this being 
thus cleared up, it is henee evident that Zoxarws underſtand theſe words of 
our Lord, This is my Body, this is my Blood, 1n a ſence of a Myſtical Repreſen- 
tation. 


CHAP 3: 


The Nineteenth Proof, that, we do not find the Greeks do teach the Dos 
frines which neceſſarily follow that of Tranſub$antiation. The Tipens 
tieth, is, the TeStimony of ſundry .Modern Greeks that bave written 
ſeveral Treatiſes touching their Religion. The One and Twentieth, 
from the Form of Abjuration which the Greeks are forc'd to inake 
when they embrace the Keligion of the Lacins. 


do teach any of thoſe Dottrines which neceſſarily follow the Belief of 

the change of Subſtances, whence I concluded, there was no likelyhood 

they were in this Point agreed with the Zatins. This Conſequence has 
diſturbed Mr. Arnaud, and as he makes his own Diftates and thoſe of Reaſon. 
to be one and the fame thing, ſo he has not ſcrupled to affirm, 7har Reaſon re- 1.3... 8 
jets this as a fily extravagancy. But foraſmuch as we have often experienced pag. "oy _ 
cliat in matters of Reaſon , Folly and Extravagancy, it is nofure courſe abſo- 
lutely to rely upon Mr. 4r22u4's words, therefore will we again lay aſide the 

Bb Authority 


|| Did affirm in my Anſwer to the Perpetuity,thart we dondt find the Greeks 
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Authority of his Oracles , and examine the thipg as i is in ie. he. 


FIRST, The Greeks do not teach the Exifieace of the Accidents of 
Bread and Wine in the Fuchariſt without any Subject , or Subſtance which 
ſuſtains them. Now this is ſo neceſſary a Conſequence of Tranſubſtantiati- 
on, that thoſe which believe this lait, cannot avoid the teaching and acknow- 
ledging of the other, ſuppoſing they are indued with common ſence. Inef- 
' fe@ it would beto charge the Greeks with the greateſt folly, to ſuppoſe they 
imagin'd that the proper Subſtance of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , even the 
very ſame Body which was born of the Virgin, and is now in Heaven , docs 
really exiſt on the Altar being the ſame in all reſpects , as the Bread of the 
Euchariſt does appear to us to be, that is to ſay, white, round, diviſible into 
little pieces, &c. and that the ſame things which, (as they ſpeak) did qualike 
and affe& the Bread before , do qualifie and afte& the ſame Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt. We muſt not charge the whole Greek Church with ſuch an abſurd; 
iy. Whence it follows we muſt not attribute to her the belief of Tranſub- 

antiation; for did ſhe make profeſſion of believing and teaching it , ſhe 
would teach likewiſe the exiſtence of Accidents without a Subje(t ; rheſe 
two DoQtines being ſo cloſely linked together , that "tis impoſſible to ſepa- 
rate them unleſs they fallupon this fancy , that the Accidents of Bread do 
exiſt in the Body it ſelf of Jelus Chriſt, or this other, namely , that 
which appears in the Zuchariſt is 'not really the Accidents of Bread, but 
falſe appearances, and pure Phantaſms which deceive our ſences , which is 
no leſs abſurd, nor leſs contrary tothe Doftrine of the Greeks. 


SECONDLY, Neither do we figd that K#, teach what the Zatins + 
call the Concomitancy, which is to ſay , that the Body and Blood are equally 
contained under each Species ; but we find on the contrary , that they eſta- 
bliſh the neceſſity of communicating of both kinds, and ground it on the 
neceſſity there is of receiving the Body and Blood of Chriſt, as will appear 
in the Sequel of this Chapter ; which is direQly oppoſite to this Concome:x- 
cy. Yet 1s it notto be imagined but that thoſe People who believe the Con- 
verſion of Subſtances, do at the fame time eſtabliſh this other Doctrine. For 
if we ſuppoſe as the Church of Rome does, that we receive with the mouths 
of our Bodies, this ſame Subſtance of the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, 
which he had whenon Earth, and has ſtill in Heaven, it is not poſſible to {e- 
. parate in ſuch a manner his Blood from his Body , and his Body from his 
Blood , as to reckon the Body to be contain'd in the only Species of Bread, 
and the Blood in the only Species of the Wine , ſeeing *tis true that this Se- 
paration cannot be conceived without breaking the Unity of the Lite which 
- 351n Jeſus Chriſt. 


THIRDLY, Neither do we find the Greeks have ever applied them- 
{elves to ſhew, how tis poſſible for our Lord's Body to exiſt in the Fucharſ, 
ſtript of its proper and natural Figure, deprived of its dimenſions, impalpa- 
ble, indiviſible, without motion and a&ion, which is moreover another Con- 
ſequence of Tranſubſtantiation. 


FOURTHLY, We do not find the Greeks do in any ſort trouble 
themſelves, touching the nouriſhment, our Bodies receive when they partake 
of the Zuchariſt, and yetis it certainthat if we ſuppole they believed Trao- 
{ubſtantiation*tis impoſſible for them to obtain any ſatisfaQtion touching this 
matter. For ſhould they deny this nouriſhment, they may be convinced of 
it 
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it by experience, and if it be referred to the proper Subſtance of Jeſus Chrilt, 
they piunge themſelves inro an Abyſs.of Abſurdities and Impieties. If 
it be ſaid the Accidents nouriſh, beſides that common ſence will not ſuffer us 
to ſay that Colours and Figures nouriſh, they that affirm this do expoſe them- 
ſelves to the deriſion of all the World, who know our nouriſhmeat .is made 
by the Addition of a new Subſtance to ours. To affirm that God cauſes the 
Bread to reaſſume its firſt Subſtance , or that he immediately creates another, 
this is to make him work Miracles when we pleaſe, and to be too free in our 
diſpoſals of the Almighty Power of God. , And therefore the Zatins have 
found themſelyes ſo perplexed , that ſome of 'em have taken one fide, and 
ſome another. Some have boldly denied this nouriſhment , whatſoever cx- 
perience there is of the contrary, as Guitmond, and Agerus; others, choſen 
rather to affirm the Accidents do nouriſh , as 7homas Aquinas and Bellarmin, 
Others have invented the return of the firlt Subſtance of Bread, as Yaſquez ; 
and others the Creation of a new Subſtance, as Swarez and others. Mr. Ar-,,, 
«4d has choſen rather toaffirm, 7hat we are nouriſhed , not with the Body wie : 
Feſus Chriſt, but after another manner known only to God, which ſhews his per- 
plexity to be ſo-great in this particular, that he knew not on which fide toturn 
himſelf, Whilſt the Greeks poſſeſs ſo great Tranquility in this Point, that it 
does not appear they ever found the leait difficulty .in-ir. They aſſure us the 
Euchariſt does nouriſh our Bodies ; but they ſee-none of thoſe inconvenien- 
cies which diſturb the Zatins ; which clearly ſhews they do not believe the 
Converſion of Subſtances. For did they belteve it, they would not fail to ſee 
what common ſenee diſcovers to others, and ſeeing it, how is it poſſible they 

' ſhouldexpreſs no aſtoniſhment, nor any difficulty therein,or at leaſt not take 
that ſide which Mr.--4r-a4 has taken, which is to leave theſe difficulties to 


Almighty God ? | 


Ph 


NEITHER do we find that the Greeks do trouble themſelves about the 
alteration , or corruption which frequently happens in the Subſtance of the 
Euchariſt, as the Zatins do, altho the former of theſe have morereaſon for it, | 
than the latter. For the Zatins take all poſſible care to keep rheir Hoſts from 
corrupting ; but the Greeks onthe contrary take none at all, And keeping 
as they do the Sacramental Bread ſprinkled with conſecrated Wine, the ſpace 
of a whole year, for the uſe of the ſick , itoften happens that 'ris corrupted 
and full of Maggots , as it is obſerv'd by Sacranms , and the Archbiſhop of 
Gneſae, and conſequently are more expoled to theſe inconveniencies thanthe 
Zatins. * Yet do they not ſeem to be concerned , nor inform themſelves 
whence come theſe Worms, which being as they are Subſtances, tt cannot be 
{aid they generate from bare Accidents. Neither can it be ſaid without blaſ- 
pheimy, that they are made of the proper Subſtance of Jeſus Chriſt, 


T HIS Proof may be extended farther; for *cis certain we do not find a- 
mong(t the Greeks any of theſe kind of things which depend on Tranſub- 
ſtaniiation. 1 mean which neceſſarily and wholly de thereon. . They 
are in this reſpe in a moſt protound filence. But it's worth our while to 
hear Mr. A-naud. 7t is indeed, ſay's he, a real truth, that the Greeks take lit- Lib. to cxp *, 
tle notice of theſe Philoſophical Conſequences. Samonas ſpeaks occaſionally of a P57: 
Body in two places, and of Accidents without a SubjetF, the Archbiſhop of Gaza 
does the ſame , but both one and the other of theſe do this by conſtraint. What 
fi2nifies this tergiverſating, for he ought not to ſay the Greeks ſpeak bur lictle 
hereof, ſecing they ſpeak notat all of ir. This S2mozas and this Archbiſhop 
of Gaza are not Authors to be quoted , ſeeing we ſhall'make it appear in its 
| Bb 2 place, 
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place , that the Book which bears thename of the firſt of theſe is deſerved- 


op ſuſpetedto be counterfeit, and that the other.is a/Roman Profelyte wed- 


' ſbid pag.63. 


ded to the [nterefts of the Court of Rome. Ir is evident that to eſtabliſh a 
reſtriction of this Conſequence, Mr. Arnaud ſhould have better Proofs. But 
that we may do himright, wewill notconceal what he adds afterwards. 1] 
drew from the ſilence of the Fathers touching the Miracles of Tranſubſtanti- 
ation, and its Conſequenees, an Argument to conclude they believed it nor. 
He anſwers, that inſtead of Fathers, / ſhould ſubſtitute the Greeks, Armeni- 
ans, and Copticks of thoſe times , far, lay's he, "tis certain that all theſe Chriſti. 
axs believed Tranſubſtantiation, as we do, and yet take no notice of all theſe diff. 
culties which Mr. Claude's head is full of. This acknowledgment is ſincere, 
and we need deſire no more. The Greeks take no more notice of the diffi. 
culties ariſing from Tranſubſtantiation than the 4rmenians and Copticks, and 
Mr. Arzaud grants this to be ſo undeniable a Truth, that he makes it the 
ground of an Anſwer. | 


OUR preſent buſineſs then is to know whether the Conſequence I hence 
draw be juſt and good. Which he conteſts me,and firſt he fay's,that all theſe 
Eaſtern Churches profels to believe original fin, and yet their Divines trouble 
not themſelves about explaining this Dofrine. He adds , that they obſerve 
the ſame ſilence in all the Queſtions and difficulties which the Socinians propoſe 
againit the Trinity, the Perſon of the Holy Spirit, and the ſatisfattion of Chriſt, 
altho theſe difficulties are as obvious and ſenſuble as thoſe alledgtd againſt the real 


Preſence. 


BU T *tis hlE prejudice ; and not his reaſon that has diQated to him this 
Anſwer. For firſt, there is a vaſt difference berwixt tae incomprehenſible 
Myſteries reſpeQing the Divinity , which being above the natural light of 
reaſon require a profound fubmiſſion, and the Doftrine of Tranſubſtantiati- 
ation. The nature of the Sacraments is well known, and the matter and 
figns thereof are better known, which are Bread and Wine. Even the thing 
fignifi'd, to wit, the natural Body and Blood of Jelus Chriſt are not only the 
natural Obje of Reaſon , butlikewiſe of Sence, and both one and the other 
of theſe Faculties can judgeof it, nay, they do judge of it by a ſpontaneous 
motion, even when we would not our ſelves. Secondly, belides this infinite 
diftcrence, which yields no room for Mr. Ar»aud's compariſon, the Point in 
hand concerns riot the difficulties touching Tranſubſtantiation , or the real 
Preſence , but the DoQtrines which nears Bk attend them , and Queſtions 
which immediately ariſe thence of themſelves. There is a great deal of 
difference between theſe two Particulars. The difficulties which are raiſed 
againſt a Truth , are commonly falſe Conſequences which the Adverſaries 
draw thence; and I confeſs it would not be to reaſon aright, abſolutely ro 


- conclude that a Church hokds not a Doctrine , becaule ſhe troubles not her 


plainly ſeg'amongſt them the Conſequences af theſe Doftrines. They __ 
it 


ſelf in anſwering all the Objetions which may be made againſt it. To al- 
low thele kinds of Arguments, there are diſtinQtions to be made , and parti- 
cular circumſtances to be obſerved, without which there can be nothing con- _ 
cluded. But we ſpeak here of real Conſequences of a Do&rine, of Conſe- 
quences, I ſay, which immediately ſhew themſelves to the ordinarieſt capaci- 
ty, without any great Meditation and Study. Now altho the Greeks do not 
apply themſelves to anſwer the ObjeCtions of the Socivians , againſt Original 
Sin, againſt the Myſtery of the Trinity, the Perſon of the Holy Spirit , and 
SatisfaQtion of Chriſt , being perhaps not acquainted with them , yet dowe 
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little Children , and baptiſe them in the Narne of the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, they believe the Father, Son,and Holy Spirit are confubſtantial ; they 
adore the Perſon ofthe Holy Spirit,they purtheir truſt in the death of Jeſus 
Chriſt, and ſuch like things. Wherefore ſhould it not be the ſame in retpett 
of the Conſequences of Tranſubſtantiation? ls it poſſible to hold this DoQtrine, 
without thinking at the {ame timeat leaſt on ſome one of thefe Conſequences, 
on the aQtua! exiſtence of a humane Body in ſeveral places , the exiſtence of 
this Body without its uſyal Dimetiſions, the concomitancy of the Body and 
Blood, and on the Accidents of Bread which remain afcer Conſecrartion. 


TH E difficulties which the S9cinians objeft 2gainſt the Trinity and 0- 
ther Doftrines mentioned by Mr. 4r»a44 , are for the moſt part falſe Conſe- 
uences which theſe Hereticks draw from theſe DoQtrines. It is no wonder 
it almoſt all Chriſtians be ignorant of rheſe Conſequences. They dv not 
ſpring up naturally : For *tis paſſion and blindnels that produces them. For 
Icall blindneſs thoſe falſe Lights which cauſe theſe Herericks to behold that 
which is tiot. But that which Mr. +2444 calls the difficulties of Tranſub- 
ſtantiation are real Conſequences of this DoCtrine, and acknowledged to be 
ſuch by them of the Church of Rowe. Let him ſay as long as he will theſe 
are Philoſophical Conſequences , I affirm they are not ſo Philoſophical as to 
hinder them from being very natural, appearing to be ſo, even tothe light of 
eommon ſence. Ir is moſt natural for a man that believes the Subſtance of 
Bread ceaſes to be , to think on the Accidents which remain. Ir is very na- 
tural for him that believes the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , and his Blood to be 
ſubſtantially therein, to imagine that where the Body or Fleſh is, there muſt . 
the Blood bealſo, which is called in one word the concomitancy.. It is moſt 
natural , for him that believes that 'ris not the Subſtance of Bread that nou- | 
riſhes , to conſider what ſhould cauſe thisnouriſhment. It is very natural 
for a man that believes the Body of our Lotd' to be a real humane Body , to 
inquire how this Body can be ftript of the proprieties of its Nature, It is 
natural , when we ſee Worms which ingender in the Zacbarift , to inquire 
whence they take their matter. Itis likewiſe certain that Philoſophy is nor 
properly atiy more concerned' in theſe Conſequences than barely to defend 
them , and not to illuſtrate them. And yer when they ſhould not appear in 
themſelves to the eyes of the Greeks, and we ſuppoſe the whole Body of this 
Church to be in ſuch a prodigious ſtupidity, that for fo many Ages ſince they 
have diſcovered aro e themſelves rouching theſe things, which would 
be in my mind one of the boldeſt —_— imaginable, yet it muſt be ac- 
knowledged they have ſeen them in the DoArine arid common bekef of the 
Zatins, who have filled their Religion with them ſince Beringarias his time. 


NEITHER isittfue, that*rwas mens Diſputations which occafion'd 
all theſe Queſtions on the Subje& of the Zuchurift , or diſcover'd theſe Con- 
ſequences we ſpeak of, Mr. Arnaud would fain perſwade us to it , but we 
know the contrary , afid that *tis the very DoQrine it ſetf of Tranfubſtanria- 
tion which has produced them. Por they take their birth from whit our 
eyes ſee, and hands touch , and experiences , which cannot bur be acknow- 
ledged. In effe&, they are to be found more amongſt the Schootmen than 
Controvertiſts , more amongſt Authors of rhe Church of Xowe than Prore- 


ſtants... 


THERE is ſo great abfurdity in ſaying the Greets are ignorant of the 


Confequences of the DoQtrine of Tranſubttantiation , ſuppoſing my _ 
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j$i4-pag.62. heved it, that Mr. Arnaud ſeems to be aihamed to maintain it to the end. 


Ibid. 
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He turns himſelf on another ſide, and tells us that *tis the docility of the Faith 
of the Greeks, which will not permit them to behold theſe difficulties. Bur this 
is very abſurdly anſwered again. For were it thus , the Greeks themſelves 
would at leaſt tell us ſomething of it. I mean they would tell-us themſelves 
in ſome ſort, that they know well all theſe Conſequences, and are not ſo ftu- 
pid, but'that they fee ſuch and ſuch Queſtions which ariſe from the Conver- 
fion of the Subſtances, bur that they behold them as an Abyſs which cannot 
be fathomed, or to uſe Mr. Arnaud's Eloquent Exprefſion, Zhat they ſtifle and 
drown all humane thoughts iw the abſolute certainty of the Hord of God, and in- 
fallible Authority of his Charch. They would give ſome reaſon for their {i- 
lence , and endeavour to hinder its being interpreted in an ill ſence. They 
would inftru& their People inthe ſame Modeſty and Docllity, atid obſerve, 
that their Condutt in this particular was more diſcreet than that of the Za- 
tins. And'this is what the Greeks would do, 'did they believe Tranſubſtan- 
tiation after this gentle and quiet manner Mr. rzas4 attributes to them. 
Yet do they not ſo muchas mention theſe Conſequences or difficulties, they 
take no notice of their own ſilence in this reſpett. But Mr. frnaud ſpeaks 
for them wittwut any call or order from them. He tells us his Conceptions, 
and thoſe of Er»ulphus an Engliſh Biſhopof the Twelfth Century , bur not 
a word of the Greeks. The Greeks.are in ſuch an abſolute ſilence on this 
SubjeR,that this ſilence cannot. come from any other cauſe than the nature of 
their DoQrines, which not having the Conſequences of Tranſubſtantiation, 
do no ways oblige them to take notice of theſe ſame Conſequences, 


AND thus far I think my Argument may pals for good in the Opinion 
of thoſe.People that underſtand realon. Yet Mr. Arnaud will have this to be 
meer Folly and Extravagancy. And to ſhew itto;be ſo, he tells us, hat rea- 
ſon it ſelf ſhews us we muſt not diſown certain and midoubted Truths under pre- 
rence, they appear contrary amongſt themſelves on weak conjectures ;, but the 
certainty of theſe Truths [bould make us conclude touching the falſity of theſe 
Reaſonings and pretended Contrarieties. 4t is, adds he, as certain a Truth as any 
thing of this kind can be, that the Greeks and other Eaſtern Churches do believe 
the-real Preſence and Tranſubſtantiation, and there is nothing but may he called in 
queſtion upon the” ſame grounds, if we may doubt of the conſent of all the Churches 
with the Church of Rome in this Dottrine. This is another Truth , that the 
Greeks, 'take little notice of the Philoſophicl Conſequences. Whence he con- 
cludes, that theſe two Truths being equally cerrain,they cannot be contrary, 
and that they ſhew us the falſity of Mr. Claude's Conſequence. 


I T muſt be acknowledged that never man had leſs trouble to anſwer an 
Adverſary than Mr.-Arnaud. I prove to him the-Greeks do not believe Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, becauſe they make no mention of its Conſequences nor dith-. 
culties. . He denies my Conſequence becauſe the Greeks do believe Tranſub- 
ſRantiation and that two Truths cannot be contraditory. Ir coſts little to 
make ſuch kind of Anſwers, and it coſts nomore to tell him that if it were a 
certain Truth {as he affirms it is) that the Greeks believed the converſion of 
Subſtances, he would have no need to trouble himſelf ro anſwer my Argu- 
ments. For the Queſtion being decided, there would benothing remaining 
upon this account betwixt us. I believe I eſtabliſhed the Negative, which I 
defend a thouſand times more folidly , than he has proved his Afﬀrmartive ; 
but if I pretended toelude his Arguments by ſaying, deny the Conſequence, 
becauſe the Greeks do not believe Tranſubſtantiation, I ſhould be an imperti- 


nent 


. nw *S Loo. i. As. ”- 


— 


i "FF Wo # _ believe T ranſubitantiation. 


.nent Diſputer. Ir ſems to me I ſhould make it appear , either that the 
| Matters of Fat which Mr. 47-44 propoles are not true, or that he takes 
them in a contrary ſence, and draws from them falſe Concluſions; but bare- 


ly toſay I deny the Conſequence , becauſe it oppoſes my Theſis,which I hold 
for a certain Truth,this would be to make my ſelf ridiculous. I know that a 
man that anſwers , ſuppoſes always his Theſisto betrue , and that he has li- 


berty to draw thenee, if he can , where withal te ſolve the Arguments of 


his Adverſary, but he muſt do it in another manner , than by ſaying, I deny 
the Conſequence , becauſe my Theſis is true. For otherwiſe his Adverſary 
will tellhim, and I-prove that your Theſis is falſe by the very Argumear 
I offer ; ſo that this would be always to begin again. Mr. Arnaud will re- 
ply, hedoes not barely propoſe his Theſis for an-Anſwer, but propoſesit , as 

aving already ſolidly eſtabliſhed it by a great number of Proofs , and pre- 
tends that his Proofs i mine. Iconfeſs , thatif this be his ſence, he 
has right to oppoſe Proof againſt Proof., and require a compariſon to be 
made of them, before the Reader paſſes his final Seatence, But I demand 
likewiſe for my part that there be comprehended in this compariſon, not on: 
ly one of my Proofs, but all of them together , with the Anſwers which [ 
ſhall return his to ſhew their weakneſs and inſufficiency. Which is whata 
judicious Reader ought to do at the end of the Diſpute , in the mean time 
each Proof in particular ſhould have his force , neither muſt he imagine to 


elude them, one after another, by barely oppoſing againſt them thoſe which - 


ſeem to eſtabliſh the contrary. If I pretended by the only force of my Ar- 
ument drawn from the ſilence of the Greeks on the Conſequences of T'ran- 
ubſtantiation to acquit my ſelf of the examination of. My. -4rnas4's Proofs, 


and endthe Diſpute by this meansalone , he might reaſonably bring me back 


to this Diſcuſſion. For this would be to err in the ſame manner as the Au- 
thor of the Perpetuity has done , who would decide the whole Controverſie 
of the Euchariſt, by an Argument drawn from the pretended Conſequences 
of a change, without any regard to our Proofs of Fat , which conclude di- 
realy the contrary. It would ſignrfie nothing for me to alledge that my 
method is a method of Preſcription , and not of Diſcuſſion ; for this would 
be meer wrangling. But this is not my deſign. I propoſed to my ſelf, 
(having firſt eſtabliſhed by divers moſt ſolid Reaſon , that the Greeks do not 
believe Tranſubſtantiation,) to anſwer in its due order whatſoever Mr. .4- 
naud has offered to ſhew that the Greeks do believe it. And yet this Proof, 
which I hete treat of, comes with the reſt into the order of the Diſpute. lr 
hath then, as 1 ſaid, its particular force and weight, and Mr. 472494 muſt not 


imagine to overthrow it by barely oppoſing his Proofs againſt it , for be- 


fore the Diſpure be ended, lhope to ſhew, that what he terms Proofs, are but 
meer Paralogiſms arid Delufions. | 


T O the end the Reader may better judge of the ſolidity of my Proof, Anſver to 
he muſt obſerve, that I offered it in my Anſwer to the Perperuity only on the Sccond 


this Ground, that there is no Law amoneſt the Greeks, or general determina- 
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tion , that eſtabliſhes Tranſubſtantiation , that none of their Councils have pag.q442. Edit, 


decided it, none of their Confeſſions of Faith comprehended it, nor any of 7 


their publick Catechiſms aſſerted it. Now when men differ touching a -mar- 
ter of FaQ, they uſually have recourle to the place where they may moſt 
reaſonably expe ſatisfaQtidn, and if it doesnot appear there in it ſelf, ſence 
obliges *em to addreſs themſelves to its Conſequences,and if the Conſequen- 
ces do not manifeſt themſelves any more than the Fatt it ſelf, they draw 


thence a negative Argument, which in its place , hasall the force that can be 
deſired, 


IRIS CNN 


T hat the Greeks do not Book JIL. 


AU — Yn ACA 


deſired. This method have I followed in this Anſwer to Mr. 4rnard, for | 
produce not this Argument drawn from Conſequences, till I manifeſted that 
the FaQ it ſelf here in queſtion, thar is tolay, Tranſubſtantiation, does nor 
appear any where amongſt the Greeks, neither in reſpect of the Terms, nar 
thing which the Terms fignifie , andrto juſtihe it I have produced what Mr. 
Arzaud has alledged to the contrary. 


IN effe&, if you ſet aſide the Latiniz'd Greets, ſuch as Beſſariow, Zmanucl 
Calecas, Pluſiadenus,the counterfeit Greeks, ſuch as the Baron of Spartaris, and 
the Archbiſhop of Gazs , whom I can prove to be a Penſioner of the Court 
of Rome, and others. that are notoriouſly ſuſpeCted , ſuch as the pretended 
Samonas, the Monk Aeapins, the fix Priefts of the Patriarchate of Zzrioch, 
and the Synod of Cyprws inthe Year 1668. with ſome AQts that have been 
alter'd by the Zatins already mention'd by us, all the reſt conliſts only in Ar- 
guings and Conſequences , which have evenin this quality neither Evidence 
nor certainty, as will appear hereafter. For as to Mr. Arnaud's vaunting, that 
he has ſhewed Tranſubſtantiation, hath been defined by Councils , that it is 
expres{ly contain'd in the profeſſion of Faith {ign'd by the Sarraſens,and in the 
Eccleſiaſtical Writings of the Greeks, is what he ought not to affirm on ſuch 
ſlight Grounds, ſeeing People may be convinced of the contrary by the bare 
reading of theſe pretended Councils of Cyrillus, Berrhea, and Partenins, and 
Paſſages he produces as well of the profeſſion of Faith of theſc $:rraſn Pro- 
ſelytes, as Ecclefiaſtical Writings ; for *ris certain we find Tranſubſtantiation 
neither defined, nor expreſly taught therein, | 


T HIS Belief then appearing not of it ſelf in the Greek Church , and 
the expreſſions ſhe makes uſe of being lyable to ſundry Interpretations , a 
prudent man will conſider the DoQtrines which depend thereon , and which 
are the inſeperable Conſequences of it ; for if theſe Dottrines do no more 
appear than the Subſtantial Converſion , this muſt be granted 'a new Proof 
which confirms the firſt , and very much helps us to make our final Judg- 
ment. For as Ifaid , it isnot poflible thatthe Greeks can be in this Point a- 
greed with the Zatins , without believing at the ſame time with them , chat 
the Accidents of Bread which remain, fſubſiſt without being upheld by the 
Subſtance of Bread, that the Body of Jeſus Chriſt is ſubſtantially preſent in 
ſeveral places at one time, that itexiſts in the Euchariſt void of theſe natural 
dimenſions, and that the Body and Blood are equally found under both Spe- 
cies by vertue of the concomitancy, &c. Theſe are the neceſſary dependan- 
ces on Tranſubſtantiation , and the Greeks are {o much the more obliged to 
explain themſelves, in as much as the Terms by which they are faid to ex- 
preſs their Belief touching this laſt particular are equivocal, and capable of 
ſeveral ſences , for they ought at leaſt to ſhew hereupon what is their mean- 
ing. So that having not dont it , irisa Proof they are not agreed with the 
Church of Rome on the principal Point of the Converſion. And yet not- 
withſtanding all this, if we will believe Mr. Arad, my Proof is but a fooliſh 
and extravagant one. He may ſay what he pleaſes, but it ſeems to me by 
this, that for the moſt part there is no agreeing with him under any other 
Terms than the renouncing of our Reaſon. But to proceed. 


| I ſhall add towhatT have already repreſented , the Teſtimonies of ſome 
Modern Greeks, who have given us exaCt deſcriptions of their Religion, and 
yet not a tittle of Tranſubſtantiation, alcho their deſign and occaſions which 


{t them on writing, obliged them not to be {ilent on ſo important an = 
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cle. I might begin with Feremizs the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, forlet a 
man read over never {0 many times his Anſwers to the Divines of #/ittem- 
berg, yet cannot he find the leaſt intimation of a ſubſtantial Converſion , un- 
leſs he ſuffers his mind to be corrupted by Mr. 4rnaud's Declamations , but 
it will be more proper to refer this examination to the following Book, where- 
in, the order and ſequel of this Diſpute will oblige us tro mention it. 


W E have Chrifopher Angelus his Letter, given us by Georze Felavins 2 
Zutheran Divine of Dantzic; which Angelus was a Greek, a man both pious 
and learned. He greatly ſuffer'd amongit the 7rks for his Religion, and at 
length came into Z#r2/2nd to: end there his Days in peace and quietneſs. 
His Letter contains a large Account of the Cuſtoms of the Greeks rouching 
the Euchariſt, wherein he is ſo far from aſlercing the ſubſtantial Converſion 
of the Zatins , that he expounds on the contrary theſe words of Body and 
Blood by them of Bread and Wine. 7be Prieſt, ſay's he, carrying in his hands 
the Holy Things, draws near to the People and ſtops at the door of the Sanituary, 
where at once '# aiſtributes to every one the Body and Blood of our Lord , that is 
to ſay , Bread and Wine mixed , ſaying, this Servant of God receives, in the 
Name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, for the Remiſfion of his Sins, Amen, 


| W E have a Confeſſion of Faith Compiled by 1etrophanus Critopulss at 
Helmſtat in the Year 1625. 
andria, There 1s a whole Chapter in this Confeſſion , the 
mes Ts wes dans, of the Lord's Supper. In which having eſtabliſhed 
the uſe of leavened Bread , the Unity of this Bread to repreſent our Unity 
with Jeſus Chriſt, and one another , he adds. 7hat the conſecrated Bread ts 
truly the Body of Chriſt , and the /Vine undoubtedly his Blood , but the manner, 
 fay's he, of this change is unknown and unintelligible to us. For the Under- 
ſtanding of theſe things is reſerved for the Flett in Heaven , to the end we may 
obtain the more favour from God by a Faith void of curioſity. Thoſe that ſeek 
after the reaſon of all things overthrow Reaſon and corrupt Knovledge, according 
to the Obſervation of Theophraſtus , ſeeing then this Myſtery is really the 
Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt , *tis therefore very pertinently called by Saint 
Ignatius, 4 remedy againſt Mortality, « Medicine that purifies us, and an Anti- 
aote which preſerves us from Death, and makes ns live in God by Feſus Chriſt. 


HERE we find the Bread to be really the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , and 
that it ſuffers a change , but we find not that the Subſtance of the one is re- 
ally changed into that of another , which is preciſcly the Tranſubſtantiation 
of the Zatins. Bug on the contrary that the manaer of this change is un- 
known to us whilſt on Earth, which is to ſay, in a word he would have us in- 
deed to believe a change, (for the Bread is not naturally the Body of Chriſt) 
but will not ſuffer us to determine the manner of it , which what is it , but 
a plain rejecting of Tranſubſtantiation, ſeeing that it is it ſelf the Determi- 
nation of this manner. It will be rep/ied that they of the Church of Rome, 
do likewiſe acknowledge Tranſubſtantiation to be an unaccountable change, 
that we muſt believe it without troubling our ſelves how *tis poſſible , and 
. Mr, A-rnau1 has not fail'd to produce in this ſence, the Paſſage of crropha- 
mus, which 1 now mention'd according to his uſual Cuſtom , which is to turn 
to his advantag2 , even thoſe things that are maſt agaialt him. But there is 
a great deal of difzrence bztweea laying , there is a change which makes 
the Bread bzcome the Body of Chriſt, altho we know not the manaer there- 
of, aadaflirming there is a ſubſtantial —_ which converts the Subſtance 
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of Bread into that of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, altho we know not how this 
comes to paſs. By the firſt we keep our ſelves in the general /d:aof a change 
without deſcending to a particular determination. By the ſecond we deter- 
mine what this change is , to wit , a change of one Subſtance into another. 
In the firſt , the expreſſion js (till retain'd which ſuppoſes the Bread remains, 
to wit , hat the Bread is the Body of Chriſt ; but in the ſecond, this expreſſi- 
on-is willingly laid afide , becauſe itcannot be admitted but under the bene- 
fit of Figures and DiſtinQtions. The firſt ts the Language of the Greeks, the 
ſecond that of the Zatins, 


BUT before we leave this Confeſſion of Mectrophanns, it will not be amils 
to make two reflexions thereon, the one, that when he eſtabliſhes the neceſh- 
ty of the Communion , in both kinds, he grounds it on the neceſſity of par- 
taking as well of the Body as Blood of Chriſt, and alledges for this etfe& that 
faying in the ſixth Chapter of Saint Fohn, JF you eat not the Fleſh of the Sox 
of Man , and drink his Blood , you will have no life in you. Now this reaſon 
manifeſtly oppoſes the pretended concomitancy of the Zatins, and Tranſub- 
ſtantiation it ſelf; for if there be made a converſion of the Bread into the 
proper Subſtance of the Body of Chriſt, ſuchas it is at preſent, that is to fay, 
living and animate, thoſe that receive the Species of Bread do partake as well 
of the Blood as Body, and it cannot be ſaid, there is any neceſſity of receiving 
the Cup, by this reaſon that we muſt partake of the Blood , without falling 
into a manifeſt contradition , which 1s likewiſe the reaſon wherefore in the 
Church of Rome it is believed tobe ſufficient to communicate of one kind. 


T H E ſecond Conſideration concerning Metrophanns,is,that this Author 
diſcourſing,towards the end of his Chapter,of the Sacrament which the Greeks 
reſerve for the ſick, ſay's, 7hat they believe, according to the DofFrine of the firf 
Oecumenical Council that the Myſtery being reſerved,remains ſtill « Holy Myſtery, 
and never loſes the vertue it once recetrved. For as Hool,lay's he being once dyed, 
keeps its colour, ſo the Sanitification remains in theſe Myſteries ever indelible,and 
as the remains which are taken off the King's T able are always the remains.of the 
King's Table while they laſt,altho kept ſeveral pm it cannot be but that the re- 
mains of this Holy Myſtery,are the remains of the Body and Blood of Chriſt. Let 
Mr. rnaud tell us fincerely whether this be the Style of a man that believes 
Tranſubſtantiation , and whether he himſelf would call that which is re- 
{ſerved of the Sacrament, the remains of the Body and Blood of Chrift , and 
compare the SanCtification which the Bread receives to the colour wherewith 
Wool is dyed. Whether he would ſay , that this SanCtification remains in 
the Myſteries, and 1s izdelible. For "tis certain this gives us the /dez of 
Bread, which, ſo remaining, yetreceivesan Impreffion of Grace and Holi- 
neſs , which refides in it as in its Subje& , and makes it to be the Body of 
Chriſt , but no wiſe tranſubſtantiated Bread. If we were to underſtand 
by the vertue , not an Imprefſion of the Holy Spirit in the Bread , but an 


. Aﬀtion that changed the Subſtance of the Bread into the Subſtance of the 


Body of Chrift , it might then be faid the effeft which is produced by this 
AQtion, or Converſion, remains, that is to fay, that *tis ever the Subſtance of 
the Body of Chriſt. But itcould not be faid, as Metrophanss does , that the 
AQtion tt ſelf , that is to fay, the SanQtification, always remain'd, becauleit 
would be conceived in this caſe as a momentary AQtion, which ceaſes to be, 
afſoon as the Converſion is made. Neither could it be moreover compared 
to the dye which Wool receives, ſeeing Wool remains ſtill Woolin refpet 
of its Subſtance. In fine, if Merrophanus means no fnore but amet” 
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ſtery remains ſtill what it has been made, to wit, the Body of Chriſt, in Sub- 
ſtance, there can be no reaſon given, why , being able without doubt to ex- 
plain himſelf cafily, and clearly, he choſe rather to uſe obſcure and perplexed 
Terms, which have an Ayr wholly contrary to his Mind , andneed a Com- 
mentary and DiſtinCtions, than to uſeclear and natural expreſſions; for how 
many Commentaries need we to render intelligible , that this i»delible San- 
Aification which the Bread receives,and is like to the dye which Wool takes; 
Ggnifies the proper Subſtance of rhe Body and Blood of our Saviour ? 


I will finiſh this Chapter with another Proof, taken from the Form of Ab- 
juration which the Greeks make when they leave their Religion toembrace 
the Roman. One of the Articles they are made to confeſs is this, Zhat the 
Body and Blood of our Lord Feſus Chrift with his Soul and Divinity,are really tru- 
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ly, and ſubſtantially, in the Holy Sacrament of the Euchariſt , and that there is IeAlib.s. 


made a Converſion of the whole Subflance of Bread into the Body, and of the 
whole Subſtance of Wine into the Blood, which Converſion the Catholick Church 
calls Tranſubſtantiation. The Greek runs thus, » 7 dporotry ing? 5h 
as mwomeio valgydy enwbas , ovTR , ty SAaNMs TO (oj Hy To cir jATY 4$ 
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HERE's clearly expreſſed the ſubſtantial Converſion ; -* 525 alaory, 
and Tranſubſtantiation «#zsns, for thus do the Greeks ſpeak when they be- 
come Zatins, and 'tis thus they ought to . ſpeak that believe this Do&rine. 
But why muſt the Greeks profels this when wo change their Religion , if 
they held the ſame Language before ? Is it uſual , when Profelytes are re 
ceived to make them profeſs Dottrines common borh to the Religion they 
forſake , and that which they embrace? Do the Greeks do ſo by the Zatins 
that paſs over to them , and is not this a plain ſignthat their former Belief 
touching this Point was not that of the Church of Rome? For *tis to be ob- 
ſerv'd that this Formulary contains firſt the Symbol with the addition of 'the 
filioque , which the Greeks do not receive. Then 41t contains the Decrees of 
the Florentine Council, which the Greeks reje&, and in fine the Articles de- 
' termin'd in the Council of 7rezt, and in reſpett of this lalt pare ,' *is the 


ſame profeſſion of Faith which them of our Commuinign make when they 


embrace that of Rome. 


IT will be perhaps replied, that amongſt theſe Articles there are two. t6' 


wit, that of theTnvocation of Saints, and worlPinng of —_ 56) 
eeing they practifed them 


thereis no neceſſity of making the Greeks confeſs, 
already in their Religion, whence- it does not follow- that they believed nor 
Tranſubſtantiation,altho found expreſſed in this Form of Confeſſion, for there 
ought tobe the ſame Judgment made of this , as of the other two Arricles. 
Butif this Anſwer happens to be approved by Mr. Arnaud, I will tell him 
tis of no weight. For as to the Invocation, the Greeks will not praCtiſe it 
to the Saints of the Church of Rome, which they do uot acknowledge. 


Hhen I enter into a Church of the Latins, ſay's Gregory the Confeſſor Hift.Come. Flar 


in the Hiſtory of Syropulus , T adore not the Imaze of any Saint , becauſe 
1 know not any one of them that 7 ſee. They blaſpheme , ſay's Sacranus ({peak- 
ing of the Ruſſizns) againſt the Churches Saints , who lived in the Communi- 


on, and Obedience of the Roman Church. Tn the Invocation of Saints, ſay*sthie 


Jeluit Sra#ga, they are guilty of ſeveral abſurdities. This Article then was not 
Ce 2 


need- 


:t4.4.cap.z1, 
Relio.Yuthen, 
art 6. 
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needleſs, but onthe contrary these was ſome kind of neceſlicy to inſert itin 
the formulary. 'And as to that of Images, weall know that the Greeks dg 
abhor the Images of the Zatins, and thereforecall their Worſhip in this re. 


ſpe& Idolatry. 


THE Greeks, ſay's Hilliem Poſtel, call the HWeftern People that are ſubject 
fo the Church of Rome, grand /dolaters , becauſe we have Statues eretted. 7 hy 
have no other Images in their Charches, lay's the Sieur Benard , than the Cruz. 
fix, the Virgin Mary , Saint John the Fuangeliſt, and Saint George which are 
Painted in Tables. They teach , lay's the Jeſuit Richard ; that carved Jmages 
are Hdols, and that "tis unlawful to worſhip any others than thoſe which are painted. 


POSSEYTIN the Jeſuit reckons likewife this amongſt the rcſt of 
their Errours. 7hat they will not ſuffer 4 carved Image of our Saviour to be 
ſet up in their Churches. And the Sieur de 1a Boilay le Gonx alerts the ſame 
thing, viz. that they ſuffer no other Images but thoſe that are painted againſt the 
Walls, their reafon being that carved Images are forbid in Moſes his Zaws which 
Nicholas de Nicolaiconfirims , telling us, They ſuffer no carved Images in their 
Charches, only T able-Pieces. 


IT was then moreover needful to inſert in the profeſſion of Faith this Ar- 
ticle of Images. But there can be nothing alledged like this touching that of 
Tranſubſtantiation. There could be no reaſon obliging the Popes torequire 
an expreſs Declaration from the Greek Profelytes,unleſs that of this DoQrines 
being not taught in the Church they left, and therefoze they muſt change 
their Faith as well as their Communion. In effe& the Terms of the Greeks, 
are for the moſt part of *em general , and altho_ the Zztins do abuſe them in 
their Diſputes, to make us thereby believe they hold the ſubſtantial Conver- 
ſion, yet when thematter inthe main relates to their own intereſt out of the 
Diſpute , they do not then find them ſufficient for the forming a true Zde« of 
this Converſion, ſecing there has been made an expreſs Article touching this 
Point conceived in the Terms of the Council of Zrent. This is ſo true,that 
when they ſend into the Eaſt, thoſe that have been educated in their Semina- 
ries, they make em ſignthis fame Formulary , to the end they may not fail 
to labour at the propagation of this DoQtrine. It isno longer vtl«canq, nor 
wfleminns, nor ilagixaions, Change, Mutation, Converſion , there is at &- 
nough in this to make a good Catholick , it is 4faCohy 7* woing, wilzaians, « 
Change of Subſtance , Tranſubſtantiation. Mr. Arnaud torments himſelf to 
make us acknowledge the DoArine of the Church of Rowe in the common 

of the Greeks. But that he may avoid this trouble hence for- 
ward, let me only adviſe him to conſult Pope Gregory the Thirteenth, for is 
was by his Order this Formulary we mention'd has been compiled. 


j 


\ 


fay's our Seuionr in remembrance of me. 
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CHAP. XAT 


'The 'Two and Twentieth Proof, taken. from-an Anſwer in Manuſcript of 
Metrophanus Critopulus, to ſome Queitions offer'd him by Mr. 
Oofterwieck. The Three and Twentieth, is, another Anſwer m Ma- 
nuſcript of Meletius Archbiſhop of Epheſus, and Hieroceus, Abbot 
of the On of Cephalenia. 
Teſtimony of Jeremias « DoFtor of the Greek Church. The Five 
and Twentieth, is the Teſtimony of Zacharias Gerganus, 


HILST 1 am endeavouriog to defendthe Truth again(t 
the vain Subtilities of Mr. ad, I hear,that ſeveral pious, 
and learned men , who: cannot indure the World ſhould be 
thus impoſed on, do intereſs themſelves in this Diſpute, and 

having read this Famobs Book I examine , they have wonder'd us Author 
ſhould with ſuch confidence affirm, that the Greeks believe the. Tranſubſtan- 
tiation of the Zatins. Some of *em have ſent me ſome Manuſcripts, which 
they judged proper for the caring up of this Queſtion. I willproduce 
them then here, Aaming the Perſons trom whom I receiv'd them, to the end 
if any doubt ariſe, they may addreſs themſelyes to them, from whom I had 
them for their ſatisfaQtion. . bs | 


for , in the Univerſity of Heydelberg , fentme an extraQ of a Manuſcript he 
has by him, containing Seven and Twenty Anſwers,made by the fame Me- 
frophanus Critopulus, whom I mention'd in the foregoing Chapter, to fo ma- 
ny Queſtions that were put to him by PRs Oofterwieck , who was then 
in the Eaft, and was ſo curious as to inform himſelf, not concernipg the = 
ticular fence of Metropharus touching theſe Articles , but of the whole Greet 
Church, in which he then-held a very conſiderable rank, being, 1 eriarch of 
Alexendria. One of theſe Qyeſtions was thus expreffed in Greek, T! «i F 
Minor exnAncins me} 7 impurcy TSmr 1 xgnanxs wins #oigav Gears Cl, 
7 deſire to know the Opinion of the Greek Church touching theſe Articles of the 
Chriſtian Faith. The Threeand Twentieth Article has for its Title, Mel 4 
gvClicg 1* ers , Tdrregy 6 Xeigde owyudlaig migiay os mh ae Aettrvy, Of 
the Sacrifice of the Maſs, to wit, whether Chriſt be corporalty preſent in the Sacxa- 
ment.The Anſwer is this ; He call the Lord's Supper 4 Sacrifice, but 4 Secrifice 
that is ſpiritual and commemorative ; ſpiritual as having nothing of carnal in it, 
according to that of our Saviour , the words which I ſpeak to you are Sptrit ang 
Life. , ner Pond as being perform'd in remembrance of th 

offer d on the Croff, accordinz to that other expreſſion of our Saviour, do this in re- 
membrance of me. Which is what is taught by Saint Chryſoftam , and the 
whole Church , ſaying, this is done in remembrance of what was done then, da this 
| Ve offer not any other Sacrifice, as did 
heretofore the High Prieſt , under th: Old Teſtament ,, but we offer every day the 


MONSIEUR Soy, a Reverend Miniſter, and abtanuk Profel- 


famsor to [þ:4k better w2 com nemorate this Sxcrifice. But we never believed Chrift 


wc bodily pr:ſent in the Myſtery. Had the Greet Church believed Tranſub- 
ſfantiation, it was herea fit place to declare it, and to reply yes, we do believe 
| tha t 


The Four and Twentieth, is, the - 


the S; ts once 


Ww 
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that Jeſus Chriſt is corporally preſent in the Sacrament, inaſmuch as that the 
proper Subſtance of his Body liescovered under the Accidents of Bread, or 
ſome ſuch like equivalent thing. - It will be to no purpoſe to alledge thar 


 Metrophanus means Chriſt is not corporally in it,that is to ſay, after the man- 


ner of viſible and ſenſible Bodies with all their Dimenſions ; for this would 
be to make him return a captious Anſwer, and ſuch a one as 1s unbecoming 
an honeſt man , ſeeing he well ſaw this was not the Queſtion askt him , and 
that the Term of corporally in the Queſtion propounded,reſpected the proper 
Subſtance of his Body. So that the force of this Teſtimony cannot be cva- 
ded. This Metrophanus was Patriarch of Alexandria in the Year 1642. 


THE faidMr.Spa»heim imparted to me the Anſwer of Melctius Metropo. 
litan of Fpheſws made ſome twenty years ſince to the Divines at Zeydemytouch- 
ing ſome Queſtions they propoſed to him. They askt him amongſt other 


| things, « S& Tegootey wth Tegs TIulw Ignorda; Th woxaeyia mage 'y = dl 


- Nos,  & x0) mreei{v & Th wage, 76 7 32H, & Tm nuganre SMTVE Mite, 


tfl&oloo & Tf fe. Whether we may pray to Anpels, or the Virgin Mary, 
and religiouſly worſhip them , and whether we muſt believe the Bread'to be tran- 


ſubſtantiatetl in the Sacrament. Obſerve here what he anſwers, *Ampouwya 
 Atyav ori $9 TUusTEV xoTtxdv Te going, & Te ulw Styumre ifegd por Sofdtly Gi 


Deamie, ThWw Tt mxp3 wes 1 7% duty. woanav. 7 declare, ſay's he, there 
are none of theſe things to be believed , for I may not believe the Doitrines of 
men, before thoſe of Chriſt and his Apoſtles. The Superſcrition is, MeAtriG- 
TENG AgxIETICROTG- wile gmMiTHSEptCs. Adjoyning unto which is the 
conſent of Hiergthenus, in theſe words, Kd TeedbeG- ACERTYQ- 5 in nana 
Alwias 'Agxiuardgirns opopgoray tv tran To avdorv 7 mAvtgortTs #, purity, 
MfſgomAiTs "Et(s, x, xvgls. MiAflis umefſius &, tfdexs mdons 'ACiang, yT\ Thy 
&utTs ItNominCu. And 7 Hierotheus a Archimandrite Abbot 4 Cephalania, 
am of the ſame mind in all ings here above contained with the moſt holy an4 
prudent Metropolitain of Ephelus, and all Alia, according to what he has d:la- 
red, 4 ; 


g * 


: DR. Benjamin HYoodroff, an Eminent Divine in the Church of Zzland, 
and Chaplain to the Duke of 77k, has favour'd me with an Extraft, whoſe 
Original he has by him, and which was given him by: its Author, being then 

at Oxford. Itis a Declaration of the ſence of the Greek Church , drawn up 
by a Greek DoCtour, named Feremias. Obſcrve here its Contents. _ 7he dif 
ferent uſe of the Myſtery of the Euchariſt having produced different Seati- 
ments, fome celebrating it with unleavened Bread , others with that which is lex- 
wened and kneaded, ſome believing it to be only a Sign , others that the Bread is 
changed and alter'd by the ord. Thoſe that believe the change are the 1«ſtern 
People, which adminiſter this Sacrament according to the Doftrine of the Roman 
Church, and all the reft hold the Sign except the Eaſtern People ; For the Eaſtern 
Church differs from both theſe, and yet teaches a Dodtrine that is eaſie, full of pi- 

ety, and free from contradiition, She affirms then that the Biſhop, or Prieſt, in 

the Divine Service holds the place of Chriſt , making the Propitiation for the 

fons of the People, and that by the Holy Invocation of God's Name, and mentios 
of the Divine Fords of our Saviour, the ſpiritual Grace deſcends that [anitifies 

the Bread and Wine, and thanges them, not into the ſenſible,but ſpiritual Body 

of Feſus Chriſt. And as to thoſe that aſſert the Subſtance of Bread and Wine + 
ts vanget into the natural Fleſp of Feſus Chriſt,if they underſtaud hereby a ſuper- 
natural change after a ſpiritual manner, thoſe that do thus ſpeak , concur in their 

Opinion with the Eaſtern Church. Bit ſeeing they will have this to be ſenſibly 

7 effected, 
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ef-ied, our Church does therein diſagree with them , altho they have "recourſe to 
another way of {þ:4king , in telling us of Accidents and Species, and ſuch like 
thinss, which none of the Ancients ever thought of , much leſi mention'd, For 
the Fathzrs of the Eaſtern Church have been ever averſe to Novelties and Con- 
tentions , which tend to the ruine of Souls , not only deteſting thoſe Doftrines 
which are heretical, and divide the Church, but which, in diſturbing its Peace, e- 
clipſe its Glory. The Superſcription is , 0 i» 'Iegevav "Iegeuing i erorm\ds 
KAnCiag AxoAdAG-, Jeremias DofFour of Divinity in the Eaſtern Church. 


ALTHO we learn no new thing from the Teſtimony of this Author, 
yer does it confirm, and Hluſtrate ſeveral matters. Firſt, that the Sentiment 
| of the Greeks touching the Euchariſt, is not inany thing the ſame with that 
of the Church of Rome, but a middle way betwixt the DoQtrine of the Za- 
tins and Proteſtants. Secondly , Thar although the Greeks do uſe the Term 
Txt, change,yet do they not underſtand thereby a real change of one 
Subſtance into another,which the Zatins have invented,but a ſpiritual change 
wrought by the Grace of the =y Spirit which ſanQtifies the Bread and 
Wine. Thirdly, That when 'tis faid the Subſtance of Bread and Wine is 
changed into the natural Fleſh of Chriſt , chis muſt be underſtood in a ſp ri- 
tual manner to be conformable to the Sentiment of the Eaftern Church. 
Fourthly, That thoſe of the Church of Rome underſtanding it(as they do) in 
a ſenſible manner ,- the "Greets reject them and their Communion. - Fifthly, 
'* Totheend there may be no-pretence left for cavilling on the Term of ſexſibly, 
 infaying the Rowan Church underſtands not that the Body of Chrift is viſi- 
ble and palpable in its natural form, in the Sacrament, he declares that he well 
knows ſhe makes uſe of other expreſſions, namely,of Accidents and Species ; 
meaning that this is (till tounderſtand it ſerſib/y to afſert our. Saviour's pro- 
per Subftance is in this Myſtery, although covered with the Species and Ac- 
cidents of Bread; And that this is a Novelty the Greeks have ever rejefted, 
and of which the Ancients have not made theleaft mention. If Mr. Arnaud 
likes this let him make the beſt uſe he can of it, in the mean time we will 
paſs on to another Proof. 


MATTHEW Caryophilus, titular Archbiſhop of 7conie, a Latinifed 
Greek , and almoft of the ſame mm and temper, as Arevdins and Zeo Alla- 
tius, has publiſhed a refutation of ſome Propoſitions taken out of a Cate- 
chiſm made by a Greek Gentleman whom he calls Zacharias Gerganus ; Alla- 
tixs ſay's he was a Biſhop. But be he what he will , Caryophilns uſes him 
after a dreadful manner , terming his Propoſitions Blaſpttemies, and calling 
him Serpent, Bafilisk, Wolf, the Devil's Inſtrument , worſe than the Devil him- 

ſelf, a Lutheran, But *tis a uſual thing with rheſe Gentlemen to load mens 
Perſons with Injuries, when their Dotctrines agree not with theirs. They 
thus begin , continue, and end their Refutations. It cannot then be taken 
ul, if laying aſide their Injuries, I only affirm, that Caryophilas very imperti- 
nently charges this Greek with his being a Zutheran ; for it is apparent from 
the Propoſitions he recites , and what he ſay's in his Preface , that he was a 
true Gree#, and maintain'd the Maxims of his Religion and Church, and 
moreover a real loyer of his Country. He oppoſes (amongſt other things) 
the addition of the f/:0que, in the Symbol, and attacks the Azuma of the Za- 
tins. He affirms there is but one Holy Church, which is the Catholick, A- 
poltolical, and Eaſtern; which does not well agree with the Title he has 
given him of a Zutheran; and *tis plainly ſeen he has given it him only to 
mike him ſuſpe&ed by his own Countrymen , and hinder us from any ad- 
vantage by his Teſtimony. SO 
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S O that the ſingle Authority of Caryophilus , being not ſufficient to hin- 

der us from conſidering this Author's Teſtimony , notwithſtanding his pre- 

tended Lutheraniſm. I ſhall therefore produce here ſome of his Propoſiti- 

ge Cri ons, Which he himſelf has taken out of his Catechiſin. The LXI is this 
ane Cuedieſis The Holy Communion conſiſts of two Subſtances, the one viſible, and thother ini. 
edite a Zacha- ſible, the viſible Subſtance is the Bread and Wine, the inviſible Subſtance is thy 
"ns Gorgen? rored of Chriſt, This is my Body, this is my B/ood. The Queſtion in this Di£. 


Graco Aufdo- . : - ”"v F 
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Caryophil., therefore ſufficient for me to ſhow by this Teſtimony , that the viſible Sul 
Bloſth _ ſtance of Bread and Wine remain , ſo that I am not concerned to know in 
{0 what ſence this Author calls the Words of Chriſt the inviſible Subſtance of 
the Sacrament. Yet will I affirm his ſence is clear enough ; for in reſpe& 

of the Bread and Wine which are in effeCt Subſtances, it is plain we muſt 

take the Term of Subſtance in its natural lignihcation ; but in reſpett of the 

Words of Chriſt , which in effeCt are not Subſtances , it is likewiſe appa- 

rent we muſt underſtand this expreſſion in a metaphorical ſence, ſeeing by it 

is meant no more , but that the internal and myſtical virtue of this Sacra- 

ment is coritain'd in theſe words, 7Þ1s is my Body,becauſe theſe words ſhew us 

we muſt not take theſe things as mere Bread and. Wine , bur as the Body and 

Blood of Chriſt, of which they axe the Myſtery. Which is what he under: 

ſtands by this izviſible Subſtance , that is to ay , the force and efficacy of the 
Sacrament ; for had not our Saviour faid of the Bread , 7his is my Body , -it 

would be no more than Bread , proper to nouriſh our Bodies , whereas the - 

Faith we have in theſe words ſhews us in it another ſpiritual Subſtance, 


which nouriſhes our Souls. 


3m T.HE LXV./Propofition does no leſs oppoſe the ſubſtantial Converſion: 
for it contains theſe words , 7hat the Laity which communicate but of one only 
kind,yeceive an imperfet# Communion, which is direCtly oppoſite to one of the 

neceſſary Conſequences of Tranſubſtantiation ; which is the Concomitan- 

cy. Andtoprevent any cavilling touching the ſence of this Propoſition , as 

if he would ſay only, that this Communion is imperfe&X in reſpeQ of the In- 

ſtitution of Chriſt, who has ordain'd we ſhould partake of both kinds, and 

| not in reſpe& of the Body and Blood it ſelf; which we fully receive under one, 

- apy he thereupon explains himlſe]f clearly in the 68 Propoſition. 7his js ay 
=== dmpious Doitrine of the Papiſt , ſay's he, and of which Pope Eugenus has beex 

the firſt Author, that where the Body of Chriſt is, there is likewiſe his Blood, and 

or this reaſon it is not neceſſary that the Laity recetve the Commynion undey both 

kinds. Yo that here the pretended concomitancy is overthrown , and eon- 

ſequently Tranſubſtantiation, inaſmuch as one cannot ſubſiſt without the o- 


ther. This Author lived about the Year 1630. 
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The Twenty Sixth Proof , taken from the Confeſsion of Faith of Cy- 
rillus Lucar , Patriarch of Conſtantinople , and what followed 


thereypon. 


A D Mr. Arnaud contented himſelf, (ro the end he might get 
i clear from the Confeſſion of Faith of Cyrillzs) in ſaying this Patri- 


arch ſtudied Foh» Catvin , and was a great admirer of his Do: 
Arine. That his Confeſſion of Faith contradiQed ſeveral Arti- 

cles of the Belief of the Greeks ; that*twas condemned by two Councils held 
ſince his death, and that there is no reaſon the Doctrine of the whole Greek 
Church(touching the —_— {ſhould be determined by his opinion; had he 
Ifay only thus expreſſed himſelf, we ſhould not have complained againſt him, 
but endeavoured to ſatisfie him-in every one of theſe particulars. Bur in- ; 
ſtead of containing himſelf within theſe bounds , he has faln foul on the Per- L'b., on 
ſon of Cyrillzs himſelf, whom he treats as a hireling, charging him with re- *55*2*5" 

ceiving five hundred Crowns in Germany , for ſubſcribing to Articles againſt 

the Catholicks, as a ſacrilegious Perſon and Uſurper, whodiverted the money 

he gathered in Candi under the name of his Patriarch Zeletivs , to the pur- 

chaſing the Patriarchate of AMexanaria to the prejudice of another, that was 

eleted by common conſent, as an inſatiable atnbitious. Wretch, who not con- 

refit with the Patriarchate of Aexandris, would have that of Conſtantinople ; . 

and which is yet worſe, asa Villain and Murtherer , who having cauſed his 

Predeceſſor 7 imothens to be poyloned, got afterwards Janiſaries to ſtrangle 

him, who aſſiſted hin in this deteſtable Action. Tho I reſolved not to be con- 

cerned at Mr. Arnaud's Paſſion, which cannot bur be diſpleaſing to good Peo- , 

ple of either Communion, yet I may tell him , that ſeeing he publiſhes theſe 

Accuſations aggin(t a Perſon that is dead , he mult be able to prove by good 
« Teſtimony hiFEharge to be true, but having no better an Author than Alti- 

for this, he cannot take it ill,if I affirm, his acconnt of this Perſon to be meer 

Calumnyand Forgery. 


HE confeſſes,he relates this whole Story chiefly upon the credit of Allatius,vho 1344 pay.; 831 
maae it his buſineſi to inform himſelf, and being a Greek, ought ſooner to be be- 
lieved than Dutch or Switzers Miniſters, and eſpecially than Hottinger, who is 
one of the moſt paſſionate Miniſters, and leait ſincere Hriters he ever read, Tet 
the Dutch or Switzers Miniſters , and eſp@ially Hottinger be what he pleaſes, 
what ſignifies this tothe Confirmation of the Truth of theſe Accuſations,and 
the (incerity of Alativns ? When the Miniſters ſhall poſitively affirm any thing 
in favour ol Cyrillss,which they cannot prove then Mr. 4r»avd may queſtion 
their Teſtimony, and term them paſſionate Perſons not worthy of credit. If 
Allatias relates the ſame thig otherwiſe than the Miniſters, he may ſay he is 
ſooner to be believed than they, and ſee what anſwer we will make him ; but 
tor Alatins to charge Cyrillus with ſuch hainous Crimes:, and to authorize 
his Impoſtures , we mult betold that Hottinoer is no good Author , and that 
Allatius is more worthy of credit, this is mere mockery ; For to decide the 
Queſtion , whether what Altus affirms be true or fabulous, Hottinger and 
other Minilters are not concerned, we are only to inquire whether latins 
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cites any Wirneſſes , or whether he himſelf is an Author worthy of credit. 
Allatius, ſay's Mr. Arnaud, has taken ſpecial care to inform himſelf. He muſt 
tell us then what his Informations contain , and not affirm ſuch important 
matters, without good Grounds. He was a Greek by Nation, very true, but 
a Greek that forlook his __ to embrace the Roman Faith; a Greek whom 
the Pope preferred to be his Library-Keeper, a Perſon the moſt wedded 
of all men to the Intereſts of the Court of Rowe, a Perſon than whom none 
could be more malicious againſt thoſe he took to be his Adyerſaries , and 
eſpecially againſt Cyrillus , and thoſe called Schiſmatical Greeks, a man full of 
words but little ſence. His Religion and Office of Library-Keeper will not 
be called in queſtion by thoſe that ever heard of him. His Zeal for the [nte- 
reſt of the Court of Rome appears in the very beginning of his Book, De per. 
; petua conſenſione, for obſerve here how he expreſſes himſelf, in the Pope's Fa. 

Alat.de Per- your : The Roman Prelate, ſay's he, # independent, he judges all the World, and) | 
pet Conſ.lib.1' 35 judged of none,we muſt obey him altho he governs unjuſtly, he gives Laws, but 
__— receives none , and changes them when he pleaſes , he makes Magiſtrates, deter. 
mins Points of Faith , and orders as ſeems good to him the greateſt Aﬀairs in 
the Church.. If he would err, he cannot , for he cannot be deceived himſelf, nei. 
ther can he deceive others, and when an Anzel ſhould affirm the contrayy, being 
guarded, as he is with the Authority of Chriſt, he cannot change. The ſharpneſs, 
wherewith he treats thoſe againſt whom he writes,ſfuch as Chytress, Creygron, 
the Archbiſhop of Corfow, and ſome others, appears bythe bare reading of 
Pide Alas. de his Writings; every period honouring them with theſe kind of Titles, $2, 
Perpet. Conſe J.yers, Blockheads, Helliſh, and impudent Perſons , and other ſuch like Terms 
46-3:24P-1” which are noSignsof a moderate Spirit. Toprovethe Conformity of the 
Ge adverſ, Greek Church with the Roman in Eflentials , he takes for his Principle to ac- 
Chreygt. pa/- knowledge none for the true Church, but that Party which has ſubmitted"ro 
jw the Roman See, and in reſpeQ of the other Greeks, whom he calls Herericks, 
and Schiſmaticks , he fiercely maintains that a good courſe is taken with em, 
Alat.de Per- when they can be reduced by Fire and Sword ; 7hat Hereticks muſt be exter- 
pet, Cmſ.lib.2.s, 91inated and puniſhed, and if obſtinate, put to death and barnt, theſe are his Ex- 


KS. 3.099. prefſions ; and as to what concerns Cyrillus , we need but read what he has 
11. written of him to be _— of his partiality and ou Does Mr. 
Arnand think he has done fairly to borrow the Weapons of Mch a man to 


defend himſelf againſt the aforemention'd Confeſſion of Faith. 


CY'RILLUS had Adverſaries whilſt living, and after his death ; but, 
he has had likewiſe Defenders of his Innocency , and Admirers of his Vir 
tues. It is the Fate of great men to be perſecuted , and thoſe that are ac- 
quainted with the Eaſtern Afﬀairs, muſt acknowledge there is no place more 
dangerdus and expoſed to more Revolutions and Tempeſts, than the Patriar- 
chate of CO Beſides tht Traverſes , which Envy , and particu 
lar Intereſts ſtirred up againſt Cyrilus, he had the whole Party of the /atins 
and falſe Greeks againſt him, who looked upon him as an Obſtacle that with- 

hid ſtood their old Deſign , to bring over that Church to the Roman See: He 
was aſſay'd both by Promiſes and Threatnings, as Altius himſelf acknow- 
wages, but they found him unmovable; and this is the real cauſe of their 
aſter hatred. | 


IT is certain Cyrillus had a great averſion to the Romiſh Religion, and his 
Inclination led him rather to the Proteſtants fide. Neither do I doubt but he 
diſapproved ſeveral Superſtitions in vogue amongſt the Greeks, and laboured 


with all his power to reform them , according to the direQions of = Con- 
Cience 


" 
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ſcience and Authority of his Charge. But to make him paſs under pretence 
of this, for a half Calviniſt, that was falſe to his own Principles, this is very 
diſingenuouſly done. It is true he relates himſelf ; that 10 a conference he 
held with Fuxivs, a Z7ranſylvanian Dottour , touching the Invocation © 
Saints, He acknowledged the difference betwixt having the Word of God for ones 
Rule, and following the Fancies and Opinions of men , the aifference between 
building a may's Faith on the Foundation of Chriſt, and os Hay or Stubble. 


BUT beſides that, Hottinger from whom Mr. frnand has borrowed this 
particular ; ſets not down the time in which Cyri{zs had this Conterence with 
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Fuxins, and that we muſt not ſuppoſe without good Proof, this hap'ned be- 


fore his promotion to the Patriarchate of Aexazadria ; belides this, I ſay, 
it cannot be hence concluded, he wholly renounced in his heart the Invocati- 
on of Saints, nor that he reſpeQed it as an Impiety. Hortinger indeed calls 
this Worſhip Superſtition, but from himſelf, and not from Cyrifas ; fo that 
it is not fairly done, to confound one man's Opinion with another. Cyrillus 
perhaps may = acknowledged in this Conference; that this Invocation, al- 
ter the manner ſome teach and practiſe it, is a meer Fancy and humane In- 
vention ; that 'tis this Word, Hay, and Stubble, Saint Pay! ſpeaks of, and 
yet not abſolutely reje&ted this DoArine in the main. Metrophanys Crito- 
pulus whom I already mentioned expreſly diſtinguiſhes between an Invocati- 
on directed to Saints , as Mediatours , and that which reſpeQs them as Em- 
baſſadours, whom the Church has near Almighty God to beſeech him in be- 
half of their Brethren. He rejeGs the firſt, upon this Reaſon, that there is 
but one only Mediatour , who. is Chriſt Jeſus ; but he receives the ſecond ; 
and Cyrillus himſelf; in the eighth Article of his Confeſhon, infinuates this 
diſtinQion, ſaying that our Saviour alone performs the Office of Chief Prieſt 
and Mediatour. It concerns me not now to examine , whether the diſtinCti- 
on be good, or not, it is ſufficient to ſay, that a man which holds it, may con- 
demn the Invocation of Saints in one reſpect , and retain it in another, and 
remain in the Greek Church which pra&tiſes it , without aCting againſt his 
Conſcience, and being a damnable Hypocrite, as Mr. Ar#4ud calls Cyrillus, 


W E may judge of the Sincerity of this Patriarch by his Confeſſion , in 
which, and ſome Anſwers which accompany it, he clearly declared his Belief. 
It contains things which does not well agree with Calvir's Doctrine ; as for 
inſtance, 7hat the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father by the Son, and that Bap- 
tiſm is abſolutely neceſſary for our Communion with Chriſt, which plainly ſhews 
Mr. Arnaud has been miſtaken in affirming he was a Calviniſt. Wedonot 
find he oppoſes any where Chriſt's Deſcent into Hell, nor the Hierarchical 
Order, nor regulated Faſts, Lents , Arbitrary uſe of Conteſſion , Religious 
Orders, Monaſtick Vows , Celebration of Feaſts, nor the uſe of the Greek 
Liturgy , nor any of thoſe things commonly believed and praCtiſed in that 
Church,altho Caviz has for the molt part diſapproved of them. He admits 
the uſe of the Images of Jeſus Chrilt, and the Saints, it's true he deteſts the 


Confeſſ. Fe, 
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giving them the Adoration of Zatria, orany Religious Worſhip , Ac«leciev, z, Rep. 43 Ins 
SenCudev, and infinuates he was willing to correCt the Superſtition of the 7-4. 


Greeks in this particular ; he teaches lkewiſe the Do&rine of Predeſtinati- 
on , and Juſtification, according to the Word of God:, more clearly than 
the Eaſtern People knew'it. But it muſt not therefore be concluded, he was 
a Perſon that betrayed his Truſt, in performing the Funions of the Patriar- 
chate , nor that he was obliged to leave the external Communion of his 
Charch, nor as ſpeaks Mr. 4rnaud, That Piety could not ſubſiſt with ſo damna- 
ble Hypozriſse. | Dd z OUR 
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OUR Saviour and his Apoſtle taught us not to judge fo raſhly of the 
Conſciences of men; Fudge not , ſay's our Lord, that ye be not judged , f1; 
with what Fudgment you juage ye ſhall be judged , and with what meaſure you 
meet, it ſhall be meaſured to you again ; And the Apoſtle cries out to us, /h» 
art thou that judgeſt another man's ſervant? Certainly a man cannot be gyuil- 
ty of greater raſhneſs than to condemn People from the DiQates of their 
own Conſcience, when having never ſeen nor heard them, it is impoſlible tg 
have any other than a confuſed and general knowledge of them , ſuch as is 
Mr. Arnaud's touching Cyrillus, For beſides that, a man may be eafily miſta- 
ken, in imagining that ſuch and ſuch a ſentiment obliges a man in] con{ci- 
ence to the doing of this or th'other thing , if a man proceeds not to a parti- 
cular conſideration of Circumſtances , beſides this I fay , it may be that this- 
Obligation which appears to us fo Sages and inviolable , has not ſo appeared 
to the Perſon concerned , which ſuffices to acquit him of the Crime of a&- 


 Ingagainſt his Conſcience. Mr. Arnau#"s cenlure cannot be juſtifiable , un- 


T i#b.q cap.11. 
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leſs he could prove Cyrillas has really praftiſed or approved .the praQtice of 
things which he believed in his heart to be not only indifferent, or unprofita-' 
ble, but abſolutely evil, and that he has praQtiſed them in the fame time when 
he judged them to be ſo. Now this Mr. {r»aud has not proved nor never 
will, he may make it appear that Cyri/lus believed , we muſt nor ground the 
hopes of our Salvation on humane Traditions, but the word of God, that we 
muſt invoke only Jeſus Chriſt in the quality of Mediatour , and render no 
kind of Religious Worſhip to Images. He may prove that Cyr:{/us has found 
out the Errours in the Religion of the Zatizs, and Superſtitions amongſt the 
Greeks, and deteſted both: He niay ſhew that Cyrillus has approved , con- 
formably to his Confeſſion, divers Points of the DoQrine of Ca/vix , but he 
cannot prove Cyrillus ever contradifted by his ARtions any of theſe Senti- 
ments, nor believed theſe: Opinions obliged him to ſeperate himſelf fron the 
Communion of the Greeks, and forſake the Patriarchal FunCtions. His 
whole ConduCt ſhewed on the contrary he believed 'twas his duty to labour 
at the eſtabliſhment of perfe& Piety in his Church, in oppoſing to the utmoſt 
of his power the progreſs of Error and Superſtitions he condemned, and not 

leave a Flock which God had committed to his charge, and of which he was 

to renderan Account. All which hedid to the laſt breath. He held not the 

truth in unrighteouſneſs, nor was he falſe to the Diftates of his Conſcience. 

He publiſhed his Confeſſion, and pur it in the hands of all the Greeks , and 

maintained it before Kings and Princes inthe preſence of Ambaſſadors from 

Chriſtian Monarchs, ſa that,*twas only paſſion that extorted this ſaying from 

Mr. Arnaud , That he was a damnable Hypocrite , and one that made his Faith 

buckleto his Intereſt. | 


"TIS the ſame Paſſion caus'd him toſay, 7ha#the advantagions Fudoment 
we make of this Perſon ſhews, that our Sett has no true Principle of Religion. 
That the Spirit which animates ns, is rather a Spirit of Faition , and a Cabal 4- 
gainſt the Catholick Church, than a Spirit of Zeal for the eſtabliſhment of tru: 
Piety. God whois the Witneſs of our Innocency can be when he pleaſes the 
ProteQtour of it. Our Intereſts are in his hands, and as we pray him to de- 
fend them, {6 likewiſe we beſeech him to forgive Mr. Arnaud the Injury he 
does us. We appear extream odious in his ſight , but when pleaſes God to 
inſpire him with more equitable Sentiments , he will judge wholly other- 
wiſe. Inthis hope we will comfort our ſelves by the example of the Holy 
Apoſtles, and of our Saviour himſelf, who were accuſed, fay's Saint Chry/e/torn, 

| | ts 


— 


Il, 


—— 


of the 
a » for 
ure Jo's 
, Hh 
e guil- 
f their 
ible to 
h as is 
' miſta- 
conlci- 
| partt- 


1at this - 


peared 
df aQ-. 
>, Un- 
tice of 


profita-' 


- when 
* never 
ind the 
1at we 
der no 
found 
pit the 
,- Con- 
but he 
Senti- 
Mn the 
> _ 
labour 
1tmoſt 
nd not 
he was 
1ot the 
Hence. 
, and 
s from 
* from 
3 Faith 


Loment 
ligion. 
abal 4- 
f true 
les the 
Yd de- 
ury he 
30d to 
other- 
> Holy 
foſtom, 

{s 


Cue. XI. ' believe T ranſub5tantiation. 


to be ſeditions Perſons end Innovators , that made it their buſine fi to difturb the - 
Publick Peace. We will endeavour to refute theſe kind of Accuſations by a By 
Chriſtian Deportment , without forgetting our Duty , 1s, #0 bleſs them that 
curſe u5, and pray for thens that deſpitefully uſe us. 


ENGLAND and Holl:nd are able to juſtifie ( were there occaſion ) 
the Attions of their Ambaſſadours in relation to the buſineſs of Cyrillus, with- 
out my interpoling. And as they were not the Maſters nor DireQtours of 
his Conſcience, ſo they were never able to preſcribe him what he had to do; 
ſo that *tis very unreaſonable ro make them reſponſable for his Condutt in 
thoſe particulars. They have been no farther concerned in the Adlions of 
this Patriarch , than this, that having known him in their Countries when 
he was there, their acquaintance was turned into mutual familiarity , when 
they found him at Conſtantizople. Bur this familiarity reached no farther than 
the uſual Services, Perſons of merit are wont mutually to render to one ano- 
ther , notwithſtanding the difference of their Opinions in Religion. They 
helpt him to Books, and to the keeping a correſpondence with Learned men. 


If Mr. Arnaud condemns this Commerce, and makes it « Myſtery of Iniquity, Pag.4: 3. 


as he is pleaſed to call,it, who need be troubled thereat ? Strangers at Cox- 
ſtantinople are not bound to give him an Account of their Friendſhips and 
Civilities. I do not doubt but theſe Ambaſſadours were glad to find this Pa- 
triarch's Confeſſion to be fo agreeable with ſeveral DoQrines which the Pro- 
teſtants believe to be of great Importance , and that he had no Inclination to 
a Union with the Church of Rome. Neither do I doubt but they condoled 
the Afiictions to which his Dignity and Virtues rendred him obnoxious, and 
would gladly have done him all the good offices in their power , and what 
is there unlawful in all this ? Muſt Cyri//zs therefore be one of their Crea- 


rures , or govern himſelf according to their DireCtions ? Had they ſaid, Paz. 4:6. 


ſay's Mr. Arnaud, that they had obliged him to make a Declaration of his Faith 
agreeable to their Doitrine. Why would he have them acknowledge an 
untruth ? Did ever any body ſee any thing gore captious than to eſtabliſh in 
the form of an Anſwer from our part a talle Foundation to build thereon an 
Inve&tive ? Had they ſaid, they had in fine obliged him. But ſhould they ſay 
they obliged him not to this Confeſhon , but that he made it according to the 
DiCtates of his own Conſcience and Knowledge ? Now this is what they are 
without doubt ready to affirm , ſeeing *cis the real truth. As to his being 
canonized among(t us for a Saint and Martyr (as Mr, Arnaud is pleaſed to - 
afhirm) he knows we have no ſuch power. *'Tis certaig. (as I already mentio- 
ned) his memory is ſtill precious amongſt the GreeeF, as that of a Saintand 
Martyr of Chriſt, as I ſhall make appear. hereafter , but this 1s not to make 


| him one of our Saints or Martyrs. 


SHOULD we preſs thoſe that judge thus of the Conſciences of other 
men , perhaps they would be ſtraitned to give us a reaſon for theits , on the 


Jame Maxims, on which they would have that of this Patriarchs judged, and 


the Ambaffadors of Z:2/1nd and Holland. For not to go farther, how can 
they in conlcicnce approve that their Scholars brought up inthe Seminary at 
Rome ( which were wholly their Creatures , ſent into Greece to promote the 
Intereſt of the Roman See) ſhould take Orders from Schiſmatical Biſhops, and 
afterwards be raiſed to Biſhopricks by Schiſmatical Parriarchs;that they ſhould 
live in their communion and dependance in the midſt of a Church in which 
the Pope and all the Zatins are continually excommunicated on Holy Thurſ: 
day by the Patriarch of Fer»ſalem ; where their Sacrifice is abhorred., = 

elvis 
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this Sentence read every Year in their Churches , confounded be all they that 
offer unleavened Bread in the Sacrifice, wherein Purgatory is rejected , and *is 
held a crime to ſay the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son, 
wherein the neceſſity of communicating under both kinds is held , carved 
Images condemned , and ſeveral other ſuch like things which are not over 
favourable to the Zatins. How in Conſcience can thele faid Scholars be ad- 
vanced to Patriarchates,eletted, and conſecrated by Schiſaiatical Metropdli- 
tains, and placed at the Head of a Church which profeſſes an open Seperati. 
on from the Church of Rome, and live in Communion with that of Zeruſa- 
lem, in which all the Zatins in general are excommunicated ? What Iay, is 
ounded on matter of Fatt , which Mr: Arnauadares net deny , for ſhould 
e do it, he would be convinced by the Teſtimony of Zhomas a Fefu ; who 
expreſly tells us, 7hat it has been ever thought fitting , to permit the Schollars 
of the Seminary at Rome to take Orders, when in Greece , from the hawds of 
Schiſmatical Biſhops , it being neceſſary to uſe this Indulgence or Diſpenſaticn ; 
to theend the Patriarchs may not ſcruple to promote them to Biſhopricks ; aa 
likewiſe, that, they being Biſhops , may provide :he Churches in their Dioceſe 
with Catholick Curats, Let Mr. Arnaud tell us if he pleaſes , how they could 
in conſcience advance Cyrilhus of Beroe, to the Patriarchate of Conſtantinople, 
being a Diſciple of the Jeſuits, whom Alatins calls, wir probus & Catholicus, 
and who after his death was like to be canoniz'd , ſfay's AMatins. The ſame 
Queſtion may be put to him touching others, namely, 7 imotheus, Ambimus, 
Gregory, Athenaſius, Patelar, who being all of *em Zatins in their hearts, yer 
for all that exerciſed the Patriarchal FunQtiohs in a Schiſmatical Church, 
wherein, as I ſaid, the Pope and all the Zatins are every year excommunica- 
ted. Moreover this Excommunication is not to be called in Queſtion , for- 
aſmuch as Mr. {rnaud himſelf acknowledges it. 7he Greek Patriarch of 
Jeruſalem, ſay's he, excommunicates once a year on Holy Thurſday , all other 
Sets, not excepting the Roman Church, 


HAVING fatisfi'd the nnjuſt Accuſations of Mr. 4-»aud againſt Cy 
rillus it now remains to ſee what advantage may accrue to us by this Patr:- 


 arch's Confeſſion , and whether the rejetion he makes in expreſs Terms of 


Lib.;.cap.6, 
& 7, | 


Tranſubſtantiation, may be eſteemed as that of the Body of the whole Gre++ 
Church. Mr. 4rzaud tells us three things , on the diſcuſſion of which de- 
pends the Solution of this Queſtion . The firſt, is, that, the Greeks continu- 
ally endeavoured to deliver themſelves from the Tyranny of Cyrillus, and 
that in effeQ he was four or five times expelled the Church. The ſecond, 
that this Confeſſion iF wholly contrary in its principal Articles to the Do- - 
Qtrine of the Greeks, And the third , that it wy been condemned by two 
Councils held by C5ri//us his Succeſſours. Which is what we are now to 
examine. | 


AS to the firſt of theſe particulars , I confeſs this Patriarch has endured 


| ſeveral cruel Traverſes during his life , which never ended till they had pro- 
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cured his death , but I deny 'twas his Church occaſioned him all theſe evils ; 
It was the Latine Party and falſe Greeks which followed him with ince{ant 
Perſecutions. How dexterous ſoever Alatins has been in diſguiling the 
Truth, yet could he not refrain here from diſcovering it : He tells us then,that 


, the Greeks whom he calls pit homines, zealous and pious People, not being able 


to defend their Faith themſelves, nor carry on the neceſſary expences tor this, 
addreſſed themſelves to other Chriſtians, and efpecially ro the Roman Prelate, 
by whoſe means they evoid the like Tempeſts , and ſecure their Church. He adds, 
Y thers 
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there were Perſons depured towards CyriUs, with an expreſs charge, to ob- 4: 

lige him either by Promiſes , or Threatnings , to ſend to Rome his Confeſſion 

of Faith, in which he was to admit the Council of Florence, and condemn 

the Errors of the Calviniſts, and in fo doing he might aſſure himſelf of the 
aſſiſtance and favour of the Apoſtolical See. Thar Cyrillus anſwered, he 

liked well their offers, and was ready to accept their conditions, provided he 

might have money and be upheld in his Patriarchate. But 7hat at length find- 

ing he kept a correſpondence both with Calviniſts and Catholicks too, theſe laſs, be- 

ing troubled thereat, proceeded to threatnings, ſaying, they would never ſuffer that 

Chaiy to be defiled with the Blaſphemies of the Calviniſts. What he ſay's touch- 
ing this Deputation is true, for the Congregation, de fide propoganda, ſent two 
TJeſaits to Conſtantinople with one, named Canachio Roſſi, charged with Inſtru- 
Qions to gain Cyrillus by Promiſes or Threatnings , being required only to | 
receive the Decrees of the F/orentize Council. But whar he adds concern- 

ing Crillss his Anſwer, is a meer Calumny , for Cyri{{ss remained immove- 

able, notwithſtanding all theſe Sollicitations. Neither , have we any reaſon 

to believe any thing upon Mlatins's bare word. Mr. Ar»aud may judgeas he - 
pleaſes, yet cannot he deny but Cyrillzs his Enemies, were the Zatins and La- 

tiniſed Greeks , and that the Tempeſts and Storms he ſuffered , and which at 

length overwhelmed him, came from that ſide, ſeeing, that Llztins himſelf 

(his own Witneſs and great Author) affirms it. . Cyrilvs was ever beloved 

and honoured by his own true Church, as appears from the care and charge 

ſhe was at to ſupport him, and to ſay as Mr. Arnaxd does , that the Durch lent 

him money upon uſe, and that he extorted it afterwards from the Churches, 

which were made to obey him by the Ziwrks , is a Story for which he brings 

no proof. Neither is there any likelihood particular Perſons, who pur their 

money out to uſe, ſhould chooſe a: man in his Circumſtances, that 1s to ſay, 

one that was bereaved of his Dignities, and ſtript of all he had, were he (as ir 

is ſuppoſed) thi|ObjeQ of his Peoples hatred. The Dutch Me — 7. 
figntinople arefiot wont to part with their money upon ſuch Security. Hortin- _— Ag 
ger, tells us, (from the Teſtimony of the deceaſed Mr. Zeger, Miniſter of Ge- yu - i 
neva, Who was at Conftantinople, and had a particular Knowledge of this Hi- 

ſtory) That one Za: , Metropolitain of Chalcedon, a Diſciple of the Jeſuits, 

having bought of the 7urks Cyrillus his Seat, and the _ it being ſpread 
throughout Conſtantinople, there was ſuch an Univerſal Lamentation a (t 

all the Greeks, that it came to the Grand Senior's Ears, who broke off this In- 

trigue, and would not ſuffer *em to obey any longer this Uſurper. He like- Which Leter 
wiſe produces a Letter from Cyrillus his Proto-Syncellas , that isro ſay , from rw " 
oneof the Chief Officers in his Chamber, named, Vathanae! Conopius, da- « cg 
ted from Conſtantinople the Fourth of Fly , 1638, Immediately after the 

death of Cyrillus, Wherein he takes particular notice that the Executioners 

which ſtrangled him , having parted his Garments among them , and after- 

wards carried them into one of the Markets of Conſtantinople to ſell them, as 

being the Clothes of the late Patriarch , the Reople were univerſally ſeized 
with Grief, and uttered a thouſand imprecations againſt Cyrillas of Berea, 

calling him /il!ain, and Mnrtherer, who had diſhonoured God"s Church, and not 

only uſurped the Throne of the Holy and Lawful Patriarch , bat likewiſe put him 

to death. He adds that ſome of em, entred the Houſe of the Ulurper, call- 

ing him Plate , and bidding him give them the Body that they might bury it ; 

and how they afterwards went to the Caimacans , —— im a great 

deal of money to obtain of him the Body of their Patriarch, but the 


wicked Uſurper who cauſed him to'be put to death , underſtanding it , ſent 


to the Caimaican to tell him, that, if he gave theſe People Cyrillas his Body, 
the 
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the City would certaialy be in an uproar,which hindered him from granting 
them their requeſt. In fine , he lays, this Uſurper ſent Slaves to take his 
Body, and caſt it into the Sea,but that ſome Chriſtians having taken it thence, 
carried it intoa Monaſtery (called St. Andrews) where they privately buried 
it. 


M R: Arnaud, will not fail to fay, that FHottinger-is a Miniſter , and one 
.. of the molt paſſionate, andleaſt ſincere Writers , he ever read. But why 
muſt we rather believe Mlativs, than Hottinger ? The former of theſe has 
all the marksof a paſſionate man, who isever upondiſguifing things, where- 
as this laſt on the contrary (let Mr. Arnaud ſay what he pleaſes) has all the 
Characters of a faithful Writer, relating things according to the beſt of his 
Knowledge. The former of theſe is I confeſs more polite, but th'other has 
more ſimplicity. A{atius relates from his own head, what he pleaſes , 7or- 
tinger —_ his Witneſſes, and what likelihood is there Mr. Zeger and Ca- 
zopinus Whoſe Letter in its Original I have by me, invented theſe Stories thus 
circumſtanced as we find them, ifsit were. moreover true, that the Greek 
Church reſpeQed Cyrillus as a Heretick , and did her utmoſt endeavours to 
deliver her ſelf from him, It was on the contrary the Zatins and their Dil- 
ciples who ſo ſtrenuouſly endeavoured , to get rid of a Perſon whom they 
- couldneither gain by Promiſes , nor Threatnipgs , and that hindred them in 
their great Deſign of a'Re-union. It was in reterence to them , that Cyri/lus 
' added at the end of his-Confefſion, Me plainly foreſee, this ſhort Confeſſion, 
will be as a mark of contradiction to them, who are pleaſed to calumniate and per- 
ſecute us. His Preſentiment was not vain. 


A N D thus muchgouching Mr. 4rnaud's firſt Obje&tion. As to the ſe 
- cond, which aſſerts the principal Articles of his Confeſſion , are contrary to 
the Sentigagat of the Greeks. I confeſs, there -are ſome ofggm wherein the 
Do&trineWf the Goſpel is more plainly aſſerted than in oth@ Greek Books, 
as the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Articles, for inſtance, which treat of our 
Juſtification by Faith in Chriſt, of Free Will and Divine Grace, but *is cer- 
rain they do not in the main contradict the Doctrine of the Greek Church, 
and may be eaſily reconciled with the Anſwers of ZFeremizs to the Divines of 
Hittemberg, The Fifteenth Article , acknowledges but two Sacraments, 
Lib.4.cap.s and Feremias, lay's Mr. Arnand, openly profeſſes to hold ſeven. But I ſay the 
pag.387 CM Greeks have no rule in this matter , Merrophanus acknowledges three of 
#ſ*4P-9- - Divine Inſtitution, to wit, Baptiſm, the Euchariſt, and Penance , and as to* 
the other four he affirms, 7hey are called Myſteries improperly ovamiuws. Fere- 
mias acknowledges ſeven, *tis true, but he reckons properly but two to be of 
Divine Inſtitution, namely, Baptiſm, and the Lord's Supper ; and as to the 
five others, he ſeems to acknowledge the Church has added them to the num- 
ber of Sacraments. Wherefore will Mr. 4rnaud needs have Cyrilus (who 
only ſpeaks of the true Sacraments inſtituted by our Saviour , and not of hu- 
mane Ceremonies, which are improperly called Myſteries, becauſe they have 
ſomething that is myſterious in them , as ſpeaks Metrophanus) to have con- 
tradicted the DoQrine of the Gzeeks? Why ( ſeeing he oppoſes Feremias to 
Cyrillus ) does he not ſincerely relate the Sentiment of Feremias ? frcudins has 
Arcu1.1ib +, dealt better in this reſpe& than he, for he' acknowledges, 7hat Jeremias does 
64Þ.2, not only teach that the Cream is a Sacrament of Tradition ; but that he paſſes the 
ſame Fudgment on all thereſt, Baptiſm and the Zord"s Supper excepted , contrary 
to what he had aſſerted inthe Seventh Chapter of his firſt Anſwer, 
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A S to the Eighteenth Article, in which Czri//us aſſerts, That the Souls of 

the deceaſed,are carried immediately into a State of BlifSvr Miſery, Mr. Arnaud n;4 1,,.c my 
ſay's, he therein contradiQs the general Opinion of the Greets, touching the 5 pag: 382, 
State of Souis after death. Hornbeck,and Chytrexs, ſay's he, And all that ever 

treated on the Opinions of the Greeks , affirm, they admit beſides Paradiſe, and 

Fell , 4 certain dark, and doleful plate, in which the Souls are purged after this 

life, 1 anſwer, the Greeks are nor determinately poſtive, touching the State 

of the Soul after death. As to the Souls of the Faithful, there are ſyme, 

who hold they will not enjoy the B-arifick 4ſion, rill after the laſt Judgntent, 

and in the mean time, are 1n pleaſant and delighttul places, places, exempt 

from all kind of ſorrows, or elſe in dark and diſmal ſhades , where they con- 

tinually ruminate, on the ſins they have committed, and theſe hold there are 

three different ranks of deceaſed Perſons,namely, the Unfaithful or Wicked, 

the Faithful, that dye ina State of Repenrance, and perfett Holyneſs, and o- 

thers, who notwithſtanding their Faith and true Piety, yet have eommitted 

ſeveral ſins, for which they have not ſo truely repented, as they ought. Hell 

is deſigned for the firſt of theſe. The ſecond,lay they,go into places of reſt 

and refreſhment, and the laſt, into thoſe doleful places , where they feel the 

want of God's favour and illumination. 


BU T we muſt not imagine this to be the ſenſe of the whole Greek 
Church , for there are not a tew, that hold there are only two conditions of 
men after death, namely, that of the virtuous, and wicked, and two places, 
to wit, Heaven and Hell. Syrop/us, relates in his Hiſtory of the Council of 
Floregce, that , the Greeks being urged by the Zatins, to expreſs rhemlelves po 
plainly touching the State of departed Souls ; Beſſario» declared, That the \ - NO ; 
Souls of the Saints, receive the Bliſf p__ for them,and thoſe of ſinners, their 
puniſhments, and that it only remains, that each of th:ſe reaſſume their Bodies, af- 
ter which, the Souls of the Fuſt ſhall enter into 4 full enjoyment of Happineſs 
with their Bodies , and that ſinners likewiſe with their Bodies, ec. ſhall ſuffer 
everlaſting puniſhments. We'ſee here but two States after death. We find 
in Mlatins a paſſage of the Greeks , which likewiſe aſſerts but two places. 
HVe muſt know, ſay's it, that the Souls of the Fuſt remain in certain places, and re d: lib. 
thoſe of ſinners in like manner ſeparate from them. Thoſe rejoyce upor the ac- SS. 
count of the hope of Bliff, Theſe lament in expeitation of their torments. There 
is moreover a paſſage of Foſeph Briennius, which afſerts, That, there are two 114. 
places, deſigned for the entertainment of deceaſed Souls, Heaven for the Saints, 
ani the Center of the Farth or Hell for ſinners. That the Saints are at —_ 
that they have all the Horla, and «ſpecially the Garden of Eden for their abode. 
That thoſe who are condemned to Fell, will not come out from their abode, tilBthe X 


. day of Fudgment, and that they cannot receive the leaſt beam of light or relaxation. 


For, adds he, the Saints will not enjoy eternal happinefſ, nor ſinners ſuffer their 

everlaſting torments, before the laſt Fudgement. But theſe laſt ſhall be ſhut up 

in th: mean time in dark Priſons, uunder\ghe cuſtody of cruel Devils. Sig1ſmond, 

ſpeaking of the Moſcovits ſay's , They believe not there, is any Purgatory, but Sigiſm.Com. 
hold, that every one after death goes to the place he deſerves, good People into a Maſeww. 
place of Serenity amongs ſt Angels, and the wicked into diſmal and dark ſhades, a 
mons | terrible Devils,where they expett the laſt Fudament , that the Souls of the 
faithful know they are in God's favoar by the nature of the place they are in, and 
by the pre [:nce of Aagels which ACCOMPANY them, and fo the others on the contra- 
ry. Goar teſtifizs that Ligaridius (a Greek Author of the Iſle of Chios) ex- Facob. Gear in 


pounding the meaning of thole frequent Alelujas, ſung at the Funeral a = n offic. 
Ee the , 
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et 


the deceaſed, ſay's, 7bey are ſung 4s ſign of joy, that theſe who remain alive, may 
* rejoyce, in that the defunit, has happily left this miſerable life, *and is now 11 poſe 


[cffion of Foerlaſting Bliſs. 


I T appears then by this diverſity, that there is nothing ſo regulated, on 
this Subjet, amongſt the Greeks ; but that Cyriilus may aflert the Doftrine 
contained in the Article before us , without contradicting the general Belief 
of his Church. Beſides, his Terms are not fo ſtrift , but that they may be 
well accommodated , with the Sentiment of thoſe who affirm the Souls En- 

joy not the Beatifical Viſion, or a perfeR Felicity, till the laft Judgment, and 
that hold, there are three States of deceaſed Perſons, for he lay's only, 7h 
the Souls of the deceaſed are in bliff or miſery , and aſſoon as ever they leave their 
Bodies, are either in Heaven, or Hell, which will bear this ſence , that Jud. 
ment is already paſſed upon them, and that God has already ſhown them their 
=condition , which hinders not, but it may be ſaid that the damnation of the 
one 1s not yet perfect, and the felicity of the others not yet compleated. And 
this ſence ſeems to be favoured by what Cyril/us adds immediately afterwards, 
That every one is judged, according to the condition he is in at the hour of death, 
which ſeems to 1ntimare, that he would be underſtood to ſpeak only of the 
Judgment, and not of the full and perfe& execution of this Judgment. There 
are two things , moſt certain in reference to the Greeks , the one, that they 
pray for the dead, and tl'other that they reje& the Purgatory of the Romane 
Church. Now Cyrill«s, touches not on the firſt of theſe , and as to the ſe- 
cond, he agrees very well therein with his own People, for he calls Purgato- 
TY , an imagination not to be admitted. So that Mr. Arnaud impertinently ac- 
—_ him of contradifting the Greeks, in the chiet Articles of his Con- 
10N. 


WE come now to Mr. 4rnaud*s third Objeftion , which conſiſts, of two 
pretended condemnations of Cyri//us his Confelſion , the one under Cyrillas 
of Berrhea, and th'other under Parthenius. I have already diſcourſed of 
thoſe two Pieces in my Anſwer to Father Voiet, wherein I have ſhewn they 
are ſuſpeed to be fititious. But if the Reader will not trouble himſelt, 
with conſulting what I haveelſewherewritten, touching the matter, he may 
here behold a Compendium of my Reaſons. . 


I. ALTHO theſe Narratives have been often printed,there has been no 
body yet, that has taken upon 'em to own and warrant the Truth of them to 
the Publick. There is one of them printed from a Manuſcript , ſent from 
Rome, and t'other from an Edition printed at Zaſi in Moldavia publiſhed by 
a certain Monk named Arſenins. It ſeems to me there ought to be greater 
aſſurance given than what we have already , ſeeing it is not ſufficient ta au- 
thorize ſo important a matter as the Determinations of two late Councils, 
the one in the year 163g. and th'other in 1642. 


II. THESE two Narratives contradict one another, the firſt of them 
which is publiſhed under the name of Cyrillus of Berrhea , is ſubſcribed by 
ſeveral of thoſe whoſe hands are to the ſecond,and by the ſame Parthenins, to 
whom this laſt is attributed, and yet in the ſecond there is no mention of the _ 
firſt, The firſt expreſly anathematizes Cyrillns, and calls him an improus and 
wicked Perſon ; Theſecond, ſay'sonly, Zhere are certain Articles produced uN- 
der the name of the Patriarch Cyrillus. The firſt condemns with an Anathe- 


ww theſe Articles. The ſecond ſay's, /t was propoſed in the Syncd, — / 
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ſboald be received and held for pious and orthodox Points , or rejected as being 
contrary to the Dodtrine of the Eaſtern Church , which plainly ſhews that they 
that made the ſecond, knew nothing of the firſt, and yet they are both found 
ſubſcribed by the ſame Perſons. T | 

IHIL THERE is no likelihood that Merrophanus the Patriarch of Mex- 
andria, whois faid to have been an Aſſeſſor at the firſt Synod under Cyrillus of 
Berrhea, nor that Parthezius who is {aid to have held the ſecond, would have 
ſolightly and fraudulently condemned Cyrillus Zucaris, ſeeing one of em had 
been the Chief Officer of his Chamber, and clr'other his ProteQtor, and inti- 
mate Friend. 


IV. ARSENTUS the Monk, from whom 'tis faid we have the pre- 
tended account of the Synod under Parrhenius, and who lent ir from Couſtan- 
rinople toa nameleſs Friend at /enice, having ſtuffed his Letter with Railings 
againſt Cyril/s and his Con feſſion, yet mentions nota wdrd touchirg ts firit 
condemnation under Cyrillus of Berrhea, Which ſhews us that theſe are 
counterfeit Pieces compoſed at ſeveral times, and by different Perſons, who 
not conſulting one another, nor furniſhed with ſufficient InftryQtions, have 
been guilty ot ſeveral Contradictions. 


I will now add to what has been already ſaid, ſome other Remarks, which 
are no leſs conſiderable, the firſt is that when Cyrillus his Confeflion of Faith 
appeared in our Weſtern Parts ; the firſt Game that was played, was to.de- 
ny it, and affirm *rwas a feigned Story ; but when this Shift would no longet 
ſerve rurn, and that the thing was made evident , then an account of theſe 
prerended Councils appeared , which ſhows that they were ſubſtituted as a 
new remedy, inſtead'of the other, which could' be of no longer uſe. Second- 


| ly, what Parthenius is made to lay , Zhat there have been ſome Articles pro- 


duced under Cyrillus his name, isas every man may diſcover the Style of the 
Weſtern People, and notthat of Parthenins himſelf, who could not ſpeak 
after this manner, nor his Synod neither, becauſe *rwas notorious in Conſtan- 
tinople, that this Confeſſion was in effect Cyrillss his own, ſeeing he offered it 
in a Council, and openly juſtified it before the Miniſters of the Grand Sertor, 
in the preſence of ſeveral Ambaſſadors ; and becauſe Parthenins and hs Bi- 
ſhops in the preceding Synod had already conſidered it, as unqueſtionably his. 
Moreover what likelihood is there, that Parthenins and his Council would 
thus groſly and (landerouſly imputed to Cyri{{zs a thing that was falſe as they 
do? For Cyrillus having faid in the firſt Article of his Confeſſion , 7hat the 
Holy Spirit. proceeds from the Father by the Son , which is an expreſſion from 
which the Greeks never vary ; The firſt Article of rhe Cenſure bears, 7hat 
he aſſerted contrary to the ſence of the Catholick Church the Subſtantial and Fter- 
nal Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the Father and the Son , which is exaCttly 
the expreſſion the Greeks abhor. 


WE may add to this, that Mr. 4r»aad tells us of a Treatiſe of Payſius Zi- 
garidias Archbiſhop of Gaza, in which, Zig aridins diſcourſes of Cyrillus and 
his ConfeiTion , and raiſes an OvjeCtion about ir, which he himſelf anſwers, 
ſaying, 7hat, ſeveral boubted of the truth of this Piece, and that ſhould it be true, 
yet one Syalloy does not male a Summer ; but he makes no mention of theſe 
two pretended Cenſures, which without doubr he would never have forgot- 
ten , being (as he is) a man fall of Zeal for the intereſts of the Roman Reli- 
gion, were they acknowledyed to be good and Authentick Atts in the Greek 
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- Church, 1 might ſay the ſame —_ of the Barons of Spartaris , did it not 


elſewhere appear, that he was a Perlon of ſmall Knowledge in the Afﬀairs of 
the Greeks. 7 


Heydanu pre HET D A NU S (a Dutch Profeſſour of Divinity) relates, that in the 
fat. ad lib cui year 1643, The News being come to Conſtantinople , that , this pretended 
tutu ef ,cam Council was confidently reported to be true in the Weſt, Parthenins himſelf 
Js Ds. wasſo ſurpriſed and offended thereat, that aſſembling his Clergy and People 
in the Patriarchal Church, he openly profeſſed *twas talle, and that he never 
intended ſuch an injury to the memory of Cyrifles. | 


I'N fine, Mr. Rivet, DoQtor of Divinity, in Holand, writing to Mr. 
Sarrau, a Councellour in the Parliament of Paris, the 21. of March, 
1644. tells him touching this Buſineſs, 7hat he ſav (at Mr. Hagha's « 
Letter written in Yulgar Greek , from Pachomius , the Metropolitain of 
Chalcedon , which diſowned the pretended Conncil under the Patriarch Par- 
thenius. Farther affirming, that the Subſcriptions were counterfeit, and particu- 
larly his. That this Piece was contrived by a Raſcal, cc. That the Patriarch 
was & double minded may , yet denied what was printed in Moldavia to be the Att 
he ſigned; and that the Prince of Moldavia baniſhed the Author of this Impreſ- 


fron from his Territories. 


BUT, ſuppoſing what T now alledged, to be wholly untrue, and that theſe 
two pretended Councils , were as really true as Ibelieve 'em to be falſe , yet 
is it certain, they will but confirm the Proof we draw from Cyriflss his Con- 
feſſion againſt Tranſubſtantiation,and change it into Demonſtration. Which 
will clearly appear, if we conſider, that whoſoever compoſed them, did all 
they could to turn Cyriflzs his words into a ſence odious to the Greeks , even 
to the imputing to him ſeveral Falſities ; that Cyrillus of Berrhea who preſi- 
ded in the firſt Council was a falſe Greek, and one of the Jeſuits Scholars, en- 
gaged long ſince inthe Party of the Lativs, and that Parthenias ſeemed like- 
wile faſtned to the Roman Intereſt , if we take that for one of his Letters, 
which one fthanafins a Latiniling Greek publiſhed , in which he makes him 

Atban. Fhe- thus write tothe late King, 7hat he heartily defered the Peace of the two Church- 
Bil T : BY " es, 45 much as any of hi Predeceſſors, but if the Turk , under whoſe Empire they 
p aielar Pars thued, knew of this Afar, he would kill "ems all. Tet could the King find out « 
1655. way whereby to ſecure them from this danger , he ſolemnly proteits that for his 
part he would not be wanting. So that we ſee here what kind of mea the 
Authors of theſe two Cenfures have been , ſuppoſing *em true, and yet they 
have not expreſly cenſured what Cyrillus Zacaris aflerted touching Tranſub- 
Rantiation , the firſt of theſe, to wit, Cyrillus of Berrhes ſay's, Anathematiſed 
be Cyrillus who teaches ani believes that neither the Bread of the Altar , nor the 
Hine are changed, (## prmeexneTou, by the Priefts Conſecration , and coming 
down of the Holy Spirit, into the real Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt, ſeeing 'ti 
written in the ſeventeenth Article 6f his Heretical Doftrine, that what we ſee and 
take is not the Body of Feſus Chriſt. The ſecond, namely, Parthenius, ſay's, 
His Doftrine is ſo deſtruttrve tothe Euchariſt , that , he attributes only the bare 
Figure to it, as if we were ſtill under the Old Law of Types and Shadows. For 
he denies the Bread which is ſeen and eaten., becomes after Conſecration the real 
Body of Feſus Chriſt, in any other than a ſpiritual manner, or rather by imagins- 
tion, which is the higheſt pitch of Impiety. For Feſus Chriſt did not ſay, This 
zs the Figure of my Body, but this is my Body,#his is my Blood, this, towit, that 
which was ſeen , received , eaten, and broken after it was bleſſed and __ 
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Not to take here notice , how captioulſly theſe People turn the Words of Cy- 
ri!lus, to make them contradictory tothe Belief, and common Expreſſions of 
the Greeks, it will be ſufficientro obſerve, that howſoever prejudiced theſe 
Perſons have been , they durſt not re-eſtabliſh the Tranſubſtantiation he ex- 
preſly condemned, nor take any notice of that part of the Article which re- 
jeQs 1t in expreſs Terms. But to the end we may better judge of this, it will 
not be amils, to recite Cyri4{us his own Words. He believe, ſay's he, that the 
ſecond Sacrament, which the Lord has inſtituted, is, that, which wt call the Eu- 
chariſt, for in the Nieht in which he was betrayed, taking Bread and bleſſins it, he 
' ſaid to his Apoſtles, take eat this is my Body ; and taking the Cup, he gave thanks 
and ſaid, drink ye all of this, this is my Blood which is ſhed for you ; do this is 
remembrance of me. And Saint Paul adds, as often as ye ſhall eat of this 
Bread, and arink of this Cap, ye ſhew the Lord's death. This is the plain, true, 
and lawful Tradition , of this admirable Myſtery, in the adminiſtration and un- 
derſtanding of which , we confeſs and believe a real, and certain Preſence, of our 
Lord Feſus Chriſt, to wit, that which Faith offers and gives us, and not that which 
Tranſubſtantiation has raſhly invented and teaches. For we believe the faithful 
eat the Body of Feſas Chriſt in the Sacrament, not in 4 ſenſible chewing of him * 
with the teeth, in the Communion, but in communicating by the ſence of the Soul. 
For our Lord's Boay is not in the Myſtery , what our eyes behold , and what we 
take, but that which Faith (which recerves after « ſpiritual manner ) preſents and 
gives us, Wherefore, it is certain if we believe, we eat , and participate ; but 
if we believe not , we are deprived of this benefit. Tf you compare this Arti- 
cle with Cyrilles of Berrhea and Partheniuss Cenſures, you will find they ap- 
ply themſelves to that whichis ſaid concerning Owr Saviour's Body being not 
what we | Jee and eat, but that which our Faith does ſpiritually receive , and that 
they endeavour togive theſe Words a conftruCtion abominated by the Greeks, 
and different from their uſual expreſſions. - Bur as to what he ſays, touching 
Tranſubſtantiation, (which he calls « raſb invention, *qtRrediom dxh wilgdlans) 
we ſee they meddle not with that. They ſay that the Bread (@acaxmMetau) 
is chenged \nto the real Body of Jeſus Chriſt, that *cis not a Figure, but the re- 
al Body, but thar it is fo, by a real Converſion of Subſtance, they do not men- 
tion. I diſpute not here concerning thoſe Perſons ſence rhat drew up theſe 
Cenſures; for I do not queſtion but they were Zatins in their hearts , and I 
farther believe had they dared they would have proceeded farther ; bur any 
man may perceive they deſigned to accommodate themſelves to the Style of 
the Greets , the better to colour over their Forgeries, You ice on one hand 
Crrillzs , who oppoſes Tranſubſtantiation in plain Terms , boldly namiag it, 
and giving it a Title ſufficient to ſtartle a Church that believed it , and on rhe 
other , we behold Perſons interefſed torun down Cyrilles , and that leave no 
means unattempted whereby to render him odious tothe Greeks, that poyſon 
all he ſays, and yet dafenot defend this Tranſubſtantiation, neither direaly 
nor indireCtly, neither in expreſs Terms, abr equivalent ones. What means 
this Myſtery,if the Greek Church does in effeR believe the converſion of Sub- 
ſtances ? Could they light of a better occaſion wherein to ſhow their Zeal 
for Orthodoxy, and to confound at the ſame time Cyrilles his Accomplices. 


: \ | 
MR. Arnard tells us , That the Hard wilzdions, © wot the expreſſion the £45-4-e4p.6 

Greeks commonly uſe for the explaining of 7rauſnbſtantiation. But what does pag-387, 
he mean by this? «#zown; ſignifies properly Syllable, after Syllable, 7reu- 
ſubſtantiation, the Latins uſe it when they expreſs themſelves in Greek, the 
Latinizing Greeks ule it, and all the ret know whar ic fignifies ; ſuppoſing 
then it were not in common uſe amongſt them , would they ſuffer a __ 

| who 

, 
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who pretends not to be a Grammarian, but a Divine, who ſpeaks not of the 
Term, but of the thing meant by it, to rejeCt it as ſtifly as Cyri4lus has done, 
without ſo much as ſaying , thataltho we uſe not the Term of «t'snns, . yer 
we believe the thing meant by it, to wit, the Converſion of Subſtances? Yer 
do they take no notice thereof, they forſake rhe Term and the thing repre- 
ſented by it , and contain themſelves in their general expreſſions. Is not this 
then an evident token Cyr/lus ſaid nothing in this reſpeQ which oppoled the 


Doarine of his Church ? 


AND this is what we had toſay touching this Patriarch. I am very 

much miſtaken if any comparing this Chapter with the Third , which Mr. 

Arnaud has made on this SubjeC&t , will accuſe me of raſhneſs, for ſaying the 

real DoQtrine of the Greeks appears -in Cyrillas his Confeſſion. For *ris cer. 

tain, thatman who barely conſiders what TI now mentioned touching Cyrillus 

his Confeſſion,cannot but conclude the Greek Church believed not Tranfub- 

ſantiation. It only remains, for the finiſhing of this Chapter,that I ſpeak ſome- 

thing touching the State of this Church ſince the year 1642. the fixt time of 

the laſt of theſe pretented Cenſures. Parthenins having cauted Cyrillus of 

Berrhea to be baniſhed , and afterwards ſtrangled after the ſame manner as 

: he ſerved his Predeceſſor, he himſelf remained not long on the Throne. His 

bad ConduQ, brought him down thence, and the Church of Conſtantinople 

. ſubſtituted one, (who had been Cyrilhes Zucaris his Dilciple,) and named like- 

_— Pr. wiſe Parthenius in his place. Which Alativus acknowledges in a Letter he 

"9:3 wroteto Nithuſius dated in the year 1645. from whence we may judge, that 

this great averſion the Greeks ſhewed Cyrillus and thoſe Synodical Cenſures 

are meer Forgeries: for what likelihood is there a Church , that uſed fo ma- 

ny endeavours to deliver it ſelf fyorm ſuch a man as Cyriffus, and which had 

anathematized his Memory and Dottrine, ſhould four or five years. after; 

put her ſelf intothe hands of one of his Diſciples , and ſo run her ſelf again 

Lib, 4.cap.,7, Into the ſame diſorder and Herefie. Neither mult Mr. Ar»asd tell us that 

pag.39»392. the Turks promote to this See, thoſe that give them moſt money , and that a 

Socinian may as well arrive thereunto, as another ; for this is not ſo abſolute- 

ly true, but that the People have the liberty of hindring the Elections of Per- 

flat de Pere 19S diſagreeable to them, as appears by what Al/atins relares concerning one 

vet. Conf , Meletius Biſhop of Sophia, who coming to Rome, in order to the reconciling 

cap.11, himſelf with that Church, art his return into his own Country, was deſigned 

for the Patriarchate of Conſtantinople : But, ſay's he, he was put by, being hin- 

ared by the People. We ice then this People, have ſtill the liberty to reje& 

the Latiniſfing Greeks, and that they do in effect put them by , but we find 

Alas. ub: ſu- not they made the leaſt attempt to hinder the EleQtion of Cyrills his Dilci- 
(3 ple, whom the Zatins term a Heretick and Calvinift, as well as his Maſter. 


— 


- THIS condition wherein we now beheld the Greek Church laſted from 
the year 1645. till 1653. Obſerve here what Doftour Baſire. a Reverend 
Divine of the Church of Zxz/and, whom I have already mentioned wrote to 
me about it. hen 7 was at Conſtantinople , which was iz the year 1653. 
Payſius was then Patriarch of it , who in token of Communion with the Church 
of England, laid his hands on me in an Aſſembly of Biſhops, according to cuſtom, 
as being a Prieſt of the Church of England , and with this impoſition of hands 
gave me power to preach in Greek in all the Greek Churches within his F#- 
riſdiftion. Hhich I afterwards did very often, accordinz as occaſion offered, as 
well at Conſtantinople «s elſewhere , altho the + cr gpmer to be very much 


diſpleaſed thereat: T preached one Sunday to the Engliſh, another in French fir 
0 the 
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the Genevoies, the next Sunday to the Italians, the following Sunday in Zatin to 
the Hungarian ad Tranſylvanian Ambaſſadors , and the fifth Sunday in Greek 
in the Greek Churches. . Now what likelihood is there, if Cyrills his Dodrine 
were ſo odious , and his Memory ſo execrable tothe Greeks, (as Mr. Arnaud 
would perſwade us) and their Opinion touching the Euchariſt the ſame with 
theirs in the Church of Rome; and if they deteſted our Doctrine as impious 
and Heretical , they would admit a Miniſter of the Church of, Z=g/and , to 
be a preacher amongſt them , and not be afraid that in preaching to 'em 
the Goſpel, he ſhould inſtil amongſt them the pretended Errors of his Nation, 


* eſpecially in chat important Subje&t of the Zuchariſt ? 


CHAP AHL 
The Real Belief of the Greeks , touching the Euchariſt. 


ſtantiation ? The Bounds of this Controverlie oblige me not to an- 


ſwer this Queſtion. For itconceraing us here only to inquire, whe- 


B UT what do the Greeks then believe, if they believe not Tranſub- 


| ther the Greeks do,or do not believe the Converſion of Subſtances, 
it is ſufficient that we ſhow they do not believe it , ſeeing as I have already 
ſaid, we pretend not, that their Faith muſt be the rule of ours ; yer will I en- 
deavour to fatisfie the Reader in this particular. I do alfo hope , that this 
inquiry will not be uſeleſs towards the clearing upof the principal Queſtion, 
between Mr. 4-navd and my ſelf, becauſe that in ſhewing what the Greeks 


do believe, I do at the ſame time ſhew what they do not believe. I ſhall do 


then three things in this Chapter, the firſt of which ſhall be to ſhew the real 
Belief of the Greeks touching the Euchariſt; Secondly , deſcribe in what 
they agree , and differ from the Church of Xowe. And thirdly, likewiſe, 
wherein we of the Reformed Church do agree with them, and in what parti- 
culars we do not. 


A'S to the firſt of theſe Points, to the end we may have a fuller and 
clearer underſtanding of the real Opinion of the Greeks, it will be neceſſary 
” make ſeveral Articles of it, and reduce them into theſe following Propo- 
itions. 


FIRST, ingeneral, the Zucharift is, according to them, a myſticalrepre- 
ſentation of the whole Oeconomy of Jeſus Chritt. They exprels by it his 
coming into the World, his being born of a Virgin, his Sufferings, Death, 
Reſurre&tion, Aſcenſion into Heaven, and the Glory he diſplayed on the 
Earth in making himſelf known and adored by every Creature. Were it 
neceſſary to prove this Propoſition , we could eaſily do it, by the Greek Ly- 


. turgies, and Teſtimonies of Cabaſilas, Germain, Simeon Theſſalonienſss, Feremi- 


as, and ſeveral others ; but this not being a matter of conteſt, I ſhall not in- 
liſt upon 1t, 


SECONDLY , They conſider the Bread in two diſtin reſpeQs , ei- 
ther whilſt it is as yet on the Table of the Prothefis ,- or on the great Altar. 


Whilſt *ris on the Protheſs , they hold 'tis a Type or Figure. Yet do they 


ſometimes 
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ſometimes call it the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, ſometimes,the imperfeQ Body of 
Chriſt, ſometimes the dead Body of Jeſus Chriſt , although they do nor be- 
lieve the Conſecration is then compleated. This is contirmed by what [ re. 
lated in the Fourth Chapter of this Third Book, and it is not likewiſe neceſſa- 
ry to inſiſt any longer thereon, becaule this particular concerns not the mat- 
ter in hand. | . 


THIRDLY, When the Symbols are carried and placed on the great 
Altar , they ſay that by the Prayers of the Prieſt, and Deſcenrof the Holy 
Spirit, the Bread and Wine, are perfetly conſecrated and changed into the 
Body and Blood of Chriſt. To expreſs this change, they ule theſe general 
Terms I already noted, to wit, afl«&o, uilaniuns, uflamixdons, fc, which 

| ſignifie a change. They ſay the Bread is the Body of Chriſt , and that it is 
made the very Body itſelf, or the proper Body of Chriſt , and hereunto re- 
fer all thoſe Citations Mr. Arzaud has alledged out of Zheophylatt , Fnthymi- 
us, Nitholas Methonienſis, Cabaſilas, Simeon Theſſalonienſis and Feremias, We © 
do not deny that the Greeks uſe theſe Expreſſions , it concerns us here only to 
know in what ſence the Greek Church uſes them , and what kind of change 


they mean thereby. 


I fay then , that when we come to examine this change , and deter- 

mine in what manner the Bread and Wine , are made the Body and 
Blood of Chriſt, they curb our curioſity, and remit this knowledge and 
determination to God , and for their own parts keep within their genera! 

Terms. Which appears by the profeſſion of Faith which the Sarrazins made 

Bibi. Patr. in the Twelfth Century, when they imbraced the Greek Religion; 7 believe, 
Tom.z.Grece- ſays the Profſelyte,and confef{the Bread and Hinewhich are myſtically ſacrificed 
—_ by the Chriſtians , and of which they partake in their Divine Sacraments. 7 be- 
lieve likewiſe that this Bread and Wine ,are in truth the Body and Blood of Chriſt, 

being — intellefually and inviſibly by bis Divine Power above all natural 

Nicetas Choni- ©0rception, he alone knowing the manner of it. And upon this account it was, 
at. Annal, thatHicetas Choniatus complains, that in the Twelfth Century the DoArine 
lub.3. of the Divine Myſteries was divulged , and therefore cenſures the Patriarch 
Camaterus for his not having immediately ſilenced a Monk, who propoled this 

Queſtion (to wit) whether we receive in the Fuchariſt the corruptible or in- 
corruptible Body of Jeſus Chriſt. He ſhould have been condemned , fay's he, 

for an Heretick that introduced Novelties, all thereft filenced by his example , to 

Foun Sylv.a- the end the Myſtery may ever remain a Myſtery. Fobn Sylvinus in his Cathe'me- 
mrebas. Cathem. y;207 of the Greeks recites a Prayer, wherein it is laid, 7hat the Body and Blood 
of Feſus Chriſt are touched,and changed on the Altar, after a ſupernatural manner, 

which muſt not be inquired into. We have likewife already ſeen in the Tenth 

Cunfeſſ Eecte Chapter of this Book the Teſtimony of Metrophanys, the Patriarch of 4 
Or.cap.y, exandria, who _— told us the conſecrated Bread is really the Body of T[e- 
ſus Chriſt, and that which is in the Cup undoubtedly his Blood, he adds, 7 ht 

the manner of this change is unknown to us, and the kaowleage thereof reſerved for 

the Elett in Heaven , to the end we may obtain more favour from God by a ſimple 

Faith void of curioſity. And thus acquits himſelf. 


Alnadver-' ANOTHER Greek Author,cited by Aativs,under the name of Fohn 
Jus —_ the Patriarch of Feruſalem. Zou ſee, ſay's he, that Saint Paul ſcruples not to 
nn” call this Body Bread, But beit ſoif youwill , that it be no longer called Bread, 
and being no longer Bread is neither leavened nor unleavened, you fee that it is 

not bereaved of theſe Appellations till after Sanitification.* But before this dread- 
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ful Sacrifice , whets you offer it to [anitifie it , ſhall this be neither Bread nor an 
Azyme ? Now that which is done in this Oblation is by our ſelves, but that which 
happens in this admirable change , 1s not from us but God. It appears by this 
paſſage recited by A//atins , and taken it I be not deceived out of a Manu- 
ſcript, wherein this Author diſputes touching the Azymes againſt a Zatin 
who told him , that this Controverſie was vain, ſeeing that after the Conſe- 
cration, it is no longer Bread, but the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, and it ſeems this 
Patriarch maintains againſt him, that "twas ſtill Bread , and proves it by the 
Authority of Saint Pa/,who fo calls it. It ſeems likewiſe by what he adds, 
that he would ſay, that ſuppoſing it was no longer called Bread, and loſt this 
name, yet we mult flot ſpeak of what it becomes by Conſecration , becauſe 
God only knows that, and not men. 


ALTHO the G#eeks are ſometimes thus reſerved , reſtraining them- 
ſelves within their general Terms, yer for the moſt part they ſhew more par- 
ticularly their thoughts; touching the nature, and kind of the change which 
happens to the Bread and Wine, and which makes them to be the Body and 
Blood of Chriſt : And they do it likewiſe in ſuch a manner , that *tis no 
hard matter to find out their meaning: Which is what we have now to de- 
monſtrate. But before we enter into this DeduCtion, it will not be amils to 
obſerve, that the Bread and wine may be conceived to be changed into the 
Body and Blood of Chriſt two ways. Firſt , by a real converſion of the 
whole Subſtance of Bread and Wine , - into the Subſtance of the Body and 
Blood , I mean into the ſame numerical Subſtance (as the Schools ſpeak) ſa 
that the Subſtance of Bread ſubſfiſts no longer after the change , which is 


What is held in the Roman Church. Secondly , .by-the addition of a new 


quality , or form in the Bread and Wine , ſo that their firſt Subſtance re- 
maining, they receive that which they had not before, and by this reception 
become that which they were not. In this firſt manner of conceiving the 
change, the Subſtance of Bread, and that of the Body are confidered as two 
Terms, or two different SubjeQs, the firſt of which does not ſubſiſt, but paſ- 
ſes over into the other. In the ſecond, the Bread is contidered as a Subje& 
that always ſubſiſts , but which receiving,into it that which it had not, by 
this means becomes the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, after the ſame man- 
ner as the paper which receives the Characters and Seal of a Prince , be- 
comes the Princes Letter, or Wax receiving the Impreffion of a Seal, is made 
the Seal it ſelf, or Wool dycdin Scarlet; , becomes a {carlet colour , or Wood 
receiving the impreſſion of fire, becomes fire it ſelf, or-in fine, as the nourifh- 
ment we take, receiving the form of, qur Fleſh, and being joyned thereunto, 
becomes our Body. By which it appears that to proceed faithfully, and in- 
genuouſly,in our Inquiries-after the xeal, Beliet of; the Greeks it muſt firſt be 
acknowledged, that theſe expreſſions ; _ 7he Bread ts changed into the Body of 
Feſus Chriſt, the Bread is made the Body of Chriſt the Bread is the Body it ſelf, 
or the proper Body of Felus Chriſt, are in themſelves general expreſſions , and 
that they may be ſimply taken in this their generality , or applicd to ſeveral 
particular, ſences. Now if Mr. 4rzaud would have us take theſe expreſſions 
in the ſence of Tranſubſtantiation, he muſt produce ſome ſolid and real paſſa- 
ges out of Greek Authors,by which it may appear.that *tis in this ſence they 
underſtood them , and that they cannot admit of any other. Which is no 
more than what he ought to have done , but he has been far from under- 
taking it, knowing it to be a thing abſolutely impoſlible. 


AS tomy owa part, had Ionly intended to ſhew the inſufficiency of Mr. 
Ft Arnand's 


—_—_—. 
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Arnand's Proofs, I might content my ſelf with alledging this generality, for 
is alone is ſufficient to hinder him from drawing any Concluſion. But ſecing 
I have taken upon me, to ſhew in this Chapter, what the real Sentiment of 
the Greek Church is, I find my ſelf obliged tobring, not Arguments, or Di- 
ſtintions from my own Head, but good and ſolid paſſages of the Greeks 
themſelves 3 which plainly demonſtrate what kind of change they mean: 


FOR. thiseffe I ſhall reduce what they ſay: concerning it, tothis Propo- 
ſitionz They belicve that by the Conſecration there is made a kind of compo- 
ſition or mixture of Bread and Wine , and Holy Spirit ; that theſe Symbols 
keeping their own proper nature, are joyned to the Divinity, and by the im- 

refſion they receive from the Holy Ghoſt, are changed (for rhe Faithful on- 
y) into the virtue of the Body and Blood of Chriſt, being made by this means 
not a Figure, but the proper, and real Body of Jeſus Chriſt, and this by wa 
of Augmentation of the ſame natural Body of Jeſus Chriſt. To which 
they apply the Compariſons 1 already mentioned, concerning the nouriſh- 
ment which becomes our proper Body dr Aſſimilation and Augmentation, 
of the Wood which is put tothe Fire, of the Wool which receives the dye, 
of* Paper that is made the Princes Letter,and Wax, or other Matter which re- 


ceivesthe Impreſſion of the Seal. 


This Propoſition having ſeveral parts , and each of them of great impor- 
tance in this Queſtion, it is therefore neceſſary to eſtabliſh them one after an- 
other diſtinAly and ſolidly, 


FIRST, They believe there is a compoſition or mixture made of the 
Bread with the Holy Spirit. Metrophanis the Patriarch of Alexandria, ſhews 
us, that his is their DoQtring. For oblerve here what he ſay's in his Confef- 
ſion of Faith of the Eaſtern Church in his Chapter of the Sacraments, God, 
lay's he, has communicated his Grace to the Elef#, wot only after a ſpiritual man- 
ner but likewiſe by ſome ſenſible ſigns,9s moſt certain pledges of his promiſe. For as 
we are compoſed of two parts,ſo likewiſe the manner of communicating his Grace 
muſt be double, to wit by a ſenſible matter, and by the Holy Spirit, ſeeing the Per- 
ſons thatireceive theſe things are made up of a ſenſible Body and intelligent Soul 
Now theſe Pledges are that which we call the Myſteries, to wit, 'Baptiſm and the 
Holy Communion, which conſift of viſible Matter, and of the Holy Spirit, Theſe 
Words are fo plain, that they need no Comment. He affirms there are two 
things in the Sacraments,and particularly in the Euchariſt, to wit, the ſenſible 
Matter, and the Holy Spirit. Now the ſenſible Matter in the Zuchariſt can be 
nothing elſe but the Bread and the Wine. 


METROPHANUS, affirms moreover the ſame thing in his Chap- 
ter, touching the Lord's Supper , wherein he ſay's, that the Myſtery never loſes 
the Sanitification it has once received, and that it is indelible. It is here where 
he compares the SanQtification the Bread receives , to Wool when *tis dyed in 

. any colour, which includes apparently this dex of the Compoſition of Bread, 
and the Holy Spirit almoſt after the ſame manner as Woo! that is dyed isa 
compoſition or mixture. of Wool and dye. , 


T HIS Greek Patriarch has only followed in this, the DoQtrine of Zere- 
mias the Patriarch of Conſtantinople in his Anſwer to the Divines of //irtem- 
1. berg, Conſiſting, ſay's he, as we doof two Parts, that is to ſay, of a Body and « 
Soul , our Saviour Chriſt has therefore given us theſe things doubly , (he mean; 
the Sacraments) he himſelf conſiſting of two Natures, being both God and iy” 
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He ſpiritually ſanitifies our Soals by the Grace of his Spirit, and ſanttifies like- 
wiſe our Bodies by ſenfible Matters, namely, Sf ON ; + wer, rar pa pet 
and other things ſanttified by the Holy Spirit, and thus gives us a compleat Sal. 
vation. He not only fay's , that the Sacraments in general are things that 
are double (as he terms them) conſiſting of things ſenſible, and the Holy Spi- 
Tit, but ſay's, this particularly of the Bread and Wine inthe Zuchariſft. WY 


WITH this agrees the expreſſions of the Greek Liturgi 
the moſt famous Authors of this Church , who call the <arroagy 
Bread, the Conſccrated Bread, the Divine Bread, the Gifts [anitified by the Hhly 
Spirit, for theſe Expreſſions do naturally denote that compoſition or du licicy 
aforemencioned. —_ 


N O W if we would know how it has come topals , the G ; | | 
Ages have thus expreſſed themſelves in relation to this part of hel ghee 
we need only look back to the foregoing Apes, for we ſhall there find Senti- 
ments and Expreſſions on the ſame Subject , if not wholly conformable to 
_ —_— - =_ Modern Greeks , yet which come very near them 
and which have lerved tor a Foundation to *em ,' ill ; i 
lowing Paſſages. m , as will appear by the fol 


W E may then hete mark what the Fathers of the Ci WF ; 
nople in the Eighth Century aſſerted. As the Body of raging 
becauſe *tis detfied, [o likewiſe, that which is his Body by [nſtitution, to wit ba 
Holy Image is made Divine, by a Santtification of Grace. For as by virizes 
the Hypoſtatical Union, our Saviour deified the Fleſh he took on him , by a Santti- 
fication naturally proper to him , ſo in like manner he will have the Bread in the 


* Euchariſt (which is the real Image of his Fleſh) to become a Divine Boay by the 


Deſcent of the Holy Spirit into it , the Oblation being , by mea |; 
transferred from a common State, to a State of Holineſs oe rig he, = 
ral Hirſh of Feſus Chriſt endved with Soul and Underſtanding., has been anointed 
by the Holy Sprrit, being united to the Divinity, and ſo likewiſe his Image, to wit 
the Divine Bread, is filled with the Holy Spirit. Who ſees not in theſe words 
the Union, and Compoſition of Bread with the Holy Spirit ? 7he Bread , fa 
they, is made Divine by a Santtification of Grace, it becomes a Divzne Bod p 
the Deſcent of the Holy Spirit into it z the m_ is filled with the Holy Siriz, Fd 
like manner as the natural Fleſh of our Lord has been ſantt ified , deified ; 
anointed with the Holy Spirit by virtue of the FHypoſtatical Union. All this Jai - 
ly favours the Compoſyrion of the Modern Greeks. Now this Teſtimon F the 
more conliderable , in that the ſecond V:cexe Council having been held on 
purpole to overthrow whatſoever had been determined in that of Conſtanti- 
nople, touching the Point of Images, they cenſured the name of ma 
which their Adverſaries had given the Zuchar;ft, but left untouched the didee 
Claules, 1 oy — Which ſhews that theſe kind of Expretſicas. 
were Tecelve oth Parties , and that thi : 
I __— , hat this was the common DoArine of 


. IN effe&t if'we aſcend higher , we ſhall find, that Saint Zrbrains Bi 
ot Aztioch, wholived about the Sixth Century, thus expreſſed finer 748 Fr goon 


th: Body of Feſus Chris, which the faithful receive , does not leave i 

/ j"? ot [ 
Subſtance, nor is ſeperated from the ſpiritual Grace. Which yfaretrine Fay 
vour the Daplicity, or Compolition of Bread with the Holy Spirit, 
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Diag.al.x. THEODORET, who lived about the Fifth Century, expreſſes him- 
IF after the fame manner. -Feſus Chriſt , ſay's he , has honoured the viſible 
Symbols with the name of his Body and Blood, not in changing their naturee, but 
Ctryjoft. Hom. in joyning his Grace thereunto. Chryſoftom {aid the fame thing in the Fourth 
44.1 Foan. Century, 7 hat the Bread becomes Heavenly Bread, by means of the Holy Spirit's 


coming down upon it. 


he bp Paſe THEOPHILUS of Alexandria in the ſame Century wrote, 77at the 
1.Bil.Patr. Bread and Hine placed on the Lord's Table are inanimate things, which are ſan. 


Tom. Edit.q. (Hfied by Prayer, and Deſcenſion of the Holy Ghoſt. 


Harflibe, SAINT ZHrenens who lived in the Second Century , ſpake to the ſame 
cap..34. + purpoſe, 7hat the Euchariſt confiſts of two things; the one Earthly , th'other 
Heavenly. It is plain by the ſequel of his Diſcourſe, that he means by theſe 
two things the Bread , and ſanQtifying Grace of the Holy Spirit. But it 
is alſo manifeſt, that all theſe Paſſages have occaſioned the Beliet of the Com- 


poſition. , . 


Thom.z Feſu. THOMAS a Feſa tells us of an Errour wherewith almoſt all the Ea- 
my provur. ſtern Chriſtians are infeted : which is ; .7hat Feſus,Chriſt ſoaked:the | Bread 
gent.part.2. he was to give to Judas, that he might thereby take away its Conſecration. 1 con- 
lib.7.cap7, fels*tis a great abſurdity to imagine the Conſecration can be taken away by 
this means ; but*tis eaſie to perceive, theſe ignorant People have fallen into 
this Errour, by conceiving the Conſecration under the /dez of a real imprel- 
ſion made on the Subſtance of Bread, for thereupon they have imagined this 


impreſſion might be effaced in waſhing the Bread, or ſoaking it. 


AN D thus far concerning the firſt part of my Propoſition. The ſe- 
cond , is, That they believe the Bread and Hine keeping their proper nature are 
joyned to the Divinity, Which is the ſame thing as the firſt , only , other- 
wiſe expreſſed. They will then mutually aſſiſt and ſtrengthen each other. 
For this effect I ſhall produce the Teſtimony of Nicholas Methonienſis, who 
lived ia the Twelfth Century. This Author in anſwering thoſe that doubt- 
ed whether the Euchariſt was the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt , becauſe 
they ſaw rieither Fleſh nor Blood, but Bread and, Wine, reſolves the difficul- 
oy this manner. God, ſay”s he, who knows all things, and is perfetty good, 

Jas wiſely ordered this inreſpett off our weakneſſ, leſt we ſhould have in horror the 
Pledpes of Eternal Life, beins not able to behold Fleſh and Blood , be has there- 
fore appointed this to be done by things, to which our nature is accuſtomed , and has 

joyned to them his Drvinity, ſaying, this is my Body, this is my Blood, 
- gre] MR. 4r2aud pretends to make advantage of theſe Doubts, which Vicho- 
dubitantes Sc. las Methonienſis treats of, but we ſhall anſwer this Point in its due place. It 
Bib]. Par, fuffices at preſent that we behold this Author laying down on one hand , 74: 
-— things to which our natures are accuſtomed, that is to lay, Bread and Wine , and 
26 on the other, he aſſures us, that the Divinity is joyned to them. Which 1s ex- 
attly what I wasto prove, whence it follows , that accordirf; to the Greet, 
the Bread and Wine remain in Union with the Divinity. Mr. Arnaud who 
ſaw the force of this Paſſage, has endeavoured to avoid it by a frivolous evali- 
L3b 2 cap.13- on. God joyns, fay's he, his Divinity to the Bread and Wine. *Tis true, but 
Paz.t3'". behas joynedit as the efficacious cauſe of the change of the. Bread and I int into 
the Body and Blood of Chriſt, ſo often repeated, by Nicholas Methonienſis , 6» 


not 


ld 
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not as a means of Union between the Bread and Wine, and Body of Feſus Chriſt. 
He has joyned it to the Bread, not to conſerve it in the Subſtance of Bread, but to 
transform it internally into his Body. 


I fay this is a frivolous evaſion. For according to this reckoning we muſt 
underſtand by the things tamilizr t& our natures, the Bread and Wane, as the 
matter to which the Diviaity + joyned to change ir, Bur were this the 
ſence of Vicho!gs Methoniesff » What woald this contribute to theclearing 
up the doubt propoſed to him ? The Qu ir10n 15, whether the FI:ſh 1nd Blood 
would not appear, if" they were in the S1cr.oment, and Nicholas Methonjenſis an- 
ſwers , that the Bread and Wine are the matter changed by the Divinity, 
which effeQts this change. This is c:v4aly a very, ſtrange way of ſpeak- 
ing, to ſay, he joyns his Divinity :o hem , to fignifie that he tranſubſtanti- 
ares them. We ſee few Yeople this expreſs themſelves. Bur ſuppoſing 
this, what relation has this co {;.: 13449t he pretends to reſolve? If the Fleſh 
of Chriſt were inthe Sacra cn, tay rheie Dabitants, it would appear, we 
ſhould ſee it. 1 anſiver, (ac, Oc holas Methonienſis , (according to Mr. Ar- 
naud's Comment) thi: he Breac 1nd Wine are the matter which is changed, 
and that the Almighcy powes. ot God changes them. Can any Anſwer be 
more ridiculous ? This Author mutt certainly loſt his Wits to make ſuch a 
Reply. They dv not ask him , whar the matter 1s that is changed , nor 
what the efficient canſ: 4 chis change, but , why , if it be the Body of 
Chriſt, it does nor appear co be Fleſh, but Bread ; Matrer,Caule, efficacy con- 
tribute nothing to rhe {51yv1og of this Doubr. This Gloſs then of Mr. 4r- 
#aud's isablurd, 2nd if we ſuppoſe Nicholas Methonienſis (pake ſence, it maſt 
be granted, that his meaning 1s, that the Bread and Wine , remaining Bread 
and Wine, are yet notwithſtanding made the Body and Blood of Chriſt, by 
reaſon of their (unto the Divinity, and not otherwiſe. Whence ic fol- 
lows, that it muſt-not be expeRed they ſhould appear to be Fleſh and Blood, 
becauſe they are not fo in reſpect of cheir Matter, or Subſtance, but only by 
their Union to the Divinity , which makes them in ſome fort tobe the fame 


thing, with the Body and Blood. 


T HIS Opinion ſeems to be derived from Demaſcen , whole expreſſions I 
delire I may have leave to mention, altho we muſt uſe them alſo in another 
place. For'tis certain , that to judge aright of the Opinion of the Modern 
Greeks, we muſt aſcend fo far. Mr. rnd has himſelf obſerved, that, Fohr 
Damaſcen is another Saint Thoraas amonz ſt the Greeks , and has been ever the 
rule of their Do&rine tonching the Euchariſt. Elſewhere he aſſures us, 
That we need only read the Treatiſes of the Modern Greeks , to find that they 
wholly conform themſelves to the Sentiment and Expreſſions of this Father. 
This then is a Principle with Mr. 4r2:u4, fo that to convince him touch- 
ing the Belief of the Greeks , there is a kind of neceſſyy lying upon us to 
conſul this Father. . 


OBSERVE here then what he fay's in his Fourth Book of the Or- 
thodox Faith, 7he Bread and Hine are not the Figure of the Body and Blood of 
Chriſt ; God forbid ; but they are the deified Body it ſelf of Feſus Chrift , the 
Lord bimſelf ſaying unto us, this is, not the Figure of my Body , but my Body, 
Mt the Figare of my Blood , but my Blood: He ; 
ye eat not th? Fleſh of th: Son of Man , and drink his Blood , you will have no 
life in y14 , for my Fleſh is Meat ind:ed, animy Blood is Drink i»d2e4, And 
then again, 7: tha exterh m2 ſhall live. Draw we near then with trembling, 
with 


Lib.:. c4p.5, 


pag 155» 


Lib. 2.c4P-12, 


ad ſaid before to the Fews , if 
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with a pure Conſcience,a firm Faith,and it will be unto us according to the conitan. 
&y and firmneſs of our Faith. Honour we it with a perfeit purity of Body ang 
Soul. For it is double. Approach we towards it with a fervent deſire, an4 placing 
our hands in manner of a Croff, receiyewe the Body of him that was crucified for 
us. Let us put it on otr Eyes, Lips, and Forehead; and take we thus the Divine 


Coal, to the end our Devotion being inflamed thereby , our ſins may be conſumed, 


and our hearts inlizhtned , and that by the participationof this Divine Fire, we 
may our ſelves become inflamed and dcified. Elaias ſaw a Coal. Now aCoal is 
not meer Hood, but Wood in conjunition with Fire. So the Bread of the Com- 
munion is not mere Bread, being it is united to the Pivinity. Now a Body united 
zo the Divinity is not one ſingle nature, but two , one being that of the Body , and 
th'other that of the Divinity annexed thereunto. So that ts take them together, 
it is not one only nature, but two. 


THESE Words clearly ſhew, that Damaſcen means, that the Bread in 
the Eucharizt, which is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, is double, becauſe *cis joyn- 
ed to the Divinity, that *tis not mere Bread, but Bread united to the Divinity, 
conſiſting of two narures,one of Bread,and th'other of the Divinity which is 
joyned toit ; inlike manner as Z#/atas his live Coal was not. meer Wood , but 


Wood in conjunQtion ,with Fire. Now this is what isexaQlly contained in 


my Propoſition , that the Bread, and Wine keeping their proper nature are 
joyncd to the Divinity, according to the Greeks. | 


MR. 4naud, who: ſaw the force of this Paſſage, that he might get clear 
off it, has bethought himſelf, to ſay, that the Duplicity which Damaſcer men- 
tions muſt be underſtood as meant of Jeſus Chriſt himſelf, who conſiſts of 
two Natures. - He rehearſes the Paſſage in hand to theſe Words , Duplex 
eff enim, and then adds, #t is plain that hitherto theſe YYords relate to 
Feſus Chriſt, and his true and real Fleſh, and that "tis of him it is ſaid, Duplex 
eft enim, which is to ſay, that he is compoſed of two Natures, and a little farther, 
It plainly appears that Saint John Damaſcen's Deſign is to exhort us to 4 double 
parity of Soul and Body , ts honour the double Nature of Feſus Chriſt , and to 
ſhow that we receive in the Communion this double Nature, So that theſe Words, 
non eſt panis ſimplex ſed unitus divinitatt , corpus autem unitum divinitati nou 
eſt una nathra ſed due, una quidem corports altera conjuntte Divinitatis, are the 
Expoſition of what he ſaid before , that Feſus Chriſt was double. And thit 
which he ſhews us, is, that this double nature of Feſus Chriſt has been ſignified by 


' the Coal which Eſaias ſaw, and that we receive this Divine Coal. 


Vide Damaſ- 
cen de Driho- 

doxa Fide, of 
_ Veronnes Im- 


BUT allthis is but an Errour, and cunning Evaſion of Mr. Arnaud, who 
was not willing to conſult the Greek Copy of Damaſcer , for *tis true indeed 
theſe Latin Words, Duplex eft enim, may refer to Jeſus Chriſt, or his Fleſh, 
becauſe the Latin word, Duplex, is of all Genders, fo that being taken in the 
Maſculine it relates to Chriſt himſelf, and in the Feminine to his Fleſh. But 
had Mr. 4rnazd been willing to conſult the Greek Text,he would have found 
no pretence' for this evaſion. ' For there is 27\sv © 533. Now who knows 
not, that, 7M, js of the Neuter Gender, which by conſequence can neither 
agree with Jeſus Chriſt, nor his Fleih , but with wwe, the Body which the 
Bread is, and which we receivein the Communion, of which he ſpake in the * 
beginning of his Diſcourſe ? He might have found alſo that theſe words, 


preTion,r 531. Hononr wehim,are inthe Greek inthe Neuter Gender ,7ip#owwy 5 toro my 


and that of 
Baſil. 


vi which can only refer to the Body, and not to Jeſus Chriſt, nor his 
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MR. 4#»aud methinks ſhould take more care 'another time of what 
he writes; and not give us ſo 'many of his; Jt #s clear ,, it manifeſtly ap- 
pears, for there is nothing ſo clear as the contrary of what he ſay's.. Damaſcen 
ſpeaking of the Bread of the Communion, ſay's, that 'tis not a Figure, but 
the deitied Body of Jeſus Chrift ,, ke would have us honour this Body, that 
is to ſay , that Body which we regezve in the Communion , with.a double 
purity of Body and Soul, externally and internally, becauſe *tis double, He 
{hews what ought to be our inward diſpoſition, to wit, a fervent defire ; he 
paſſes to our external Attions , whichaze, to hold our arms crofs-wiſe, and 
to hold the Communion wereceive'en our Eyes, Lips, and Forchead. After- 
wards , to explain how this Body is double ; he compares it tothe Coal Z/aias 
ſaw, which was not bare. wood , but wood and fire together. Then apply- 
ing immediately his compariſon, he adds, 7hus the Bread of the Communion is 
not mere Bread , being it is united to 'the Divinity» Now a Body united to the 
Divinity, is not one ſingle wature, but two, one of the Body., and th' other of the 
Divinity, which is joyned thereunto. Who lees not then, that this double Body, 
of which he ſpeaks, and which he compared to E/aias Coal , is. the Bread of 
the Commumon , that it is 4o9«b/e , being Bread united to the Divinity , and 
that the effect of this Union is, not tochange the nature of the Bread, but to 
make a compoſition of two Natures. Whence it manifeſtly follows , that 
one of thele Narures being the Divinity, th'other is:the nature of Bread. It 
is then true, as Mr, 4rn«u4 has obſerved, that theſe. laſt words, Sic paris comr- 
munionis non eſt panis ſimplex ſed unitus divinitati, are the expoſition of 
whac he {aid before, Duplex eſt emm , for it Is double. + But becauſe deplex TeC- 
fers not to Jeſus Chriſt, but to the. Body we receive-in the Communion ; it 
is therefore likewiſe true , that they expound what we muſt underſtand by 
this Body, to wit, the Bread united to the Divinity. 


B UT Imult puruſe the other pure of my Propoſition. The Greeks be- 
lieve , 7hat: by the impreſſion which the Bread and Hine receive from the Holy 
Spirit , they axe changed into the virtue of. the Body and Blood of - Teſus Chrit, 
and made by this means this Body and Blood, Which1s apparent , firſt, from 
all thoſe Paſſages of the Liturgies I mentioned in;the: Fifth Chapter of this 
Book ; the reſult whereot, is,tHfat the Bread becomes the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, 
inaſmuch as tis made capable of ſanQifying us, and. that this is exactly. what 


the Prieſt Prayes for 12 the words of Conſecratian.' Now what 1s this, but 


the Bread's being magg the. Body of Jeſus Chriſt in virtue ? 


SECOND LY, This appears likewiſe by what we have ſeen from $- 
meon Theſſalonienſis,who tells us,that the unconſecrated Particles being mixed 
with thofe that are cooſcorated, and partaking of their SanQtification, be- 
come in ſome ſort, the Body of Chrift, -agd are proper for the Communion of 
the Faithful. For this neceſſarily ſuppaſes, : as L fhewed in the Fifth Chapter, 
of this Third Book , that theconlecrated Particle it {elf is the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt, inaſmuch as it receives this SanRificatidn, . 


THIRDLY, This moreover appears by the Paſſages of Cabaſilas,which 


Lalledged in the Sixth Chapter, by which we {ce that he takes for the ſame 


thing, to receive SanQtification , and to receive the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. 
Which likewiſe neceſſarily ſuppoſes that the Bread becomes the Body of 
Chriſt, only in SanQiification and virtue, 


FOURTHLY, 


© — i. hen 
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Futbym.Crm FOURTHLY; Zuthymins Zigabthins, a Greek Motik, that lived in the 

ment.in Mats, 'Tyyelfth Century, confirms the ſamething. Ye muſt nor, ſay*s he, conſede 

_ the nature of things which are offered, bitt their virtue : For as the word Ifies 
(if it be lawful to uſe fuch anexpreſſion)'the Pleſh to which it is united after « © 
ſupernatural manner, {0 it changes by ay imeffable operation the Bread and Wine 
into his Body, which is a Spring of Lift-a#d into his precious Blood , and into 
the virtue of both one and the other,  ''*' 


Lib.24.cap. | MR. Arnaud nibbles at this Paſſage, Euthymins, ſay*she, ſay's that Feſus 

12 p43-216- Chriſt changes after an ineffable manner,' the Bread into bis own Body. This ſig- 
nifies, ſay's Mr. Claudeythat he changes'it, not into/his Body, but into the virtue 
of his Body. Euthymius ſay's, that he changes the Fine into his Blood. This 
frenifies,ſay's Mr Claude, that he changes it, not into his Blood, but into the vir- 
ze of his Blood, Euthymius adas, that he changes them into the virtue of both 
one and the other, in gratiam ipſorum.” 'This Addition has perplexed Mr. Clau- 
de , and therefore he has thought good not to mention it. But in adding it , be. 
cauſe *tis there in effett, the whole expreſſion of Euthymius expounded in the Cal: 
viniſts ſence will be, that Feſus Chriſt changes the Bread into the virtue of his Bo- 
dy, and the Hine into the virtue of his Blood, and into the virtue of both one and 
the other. Who ever heard of ſuch a folly to joyn together the Wetaphorical 
Term, and the expoſition of the Metaphorical Term,” as two diſtinit and ſeparate 
things 2 Do we ſay, for example, that the Stone is Feſus Chriſt , and the Gow of 
Feſus Chriſt ; that the Ark was the Church, and the Figure of the Church, that 
the Paſchal Lamb was Chrift , and the repreſentation of Chriſt ; that Anger 
changes men into Beaſts, and into the fury of Beaſts. | 


ALL this is but vain Rhetorick, '- Futhymins lay's, He muſt not conſider 
thenature of the things offered us,but their virtue. This is not the Language of 
a man, that would ſay, that the nature of Bread and Wine ceaſes to be, and 
that we muſt conſider the proper Subſtance of Jeſus Chriſt under the Vail 
of Accidents. This Expreſſion on the: contrary ſuppoſes that the nature of 
theſe things ſubſiſts, altho we muſt not conſider it, but raiſe up our minds to 
the Conſideration of the ſupernatural' virtue they receive. When then he 
adds, that Feſus Chriſt changes the Bread, and Wine into his own Body and Blood, 
it is true that this ſignifies, according to my Interpretation, that he changes 
them into the virtue of his Body and Blood, and not mto their Subſtance. But 
what he ſay's afterwards, and into the virtue of both we and the other, is not 
another diſtinQ thing, or different from what he had ſaid, being only the ex- 
plication of it. This ## is an explicative Particle , which has the force of 
an aſmuch as to ſay, as if he ſaid, They are changed into the Body and Blood, that 
is to ſay, into the virtue of both oxe and the other, Mr. Arnaud muſt not think 
to blind us ,, by his', who ever heard ? For there 1s nothing more common in 
Authors than the uſe of this Particle #t, in a ſence of explication , which 
joyns not two ſeveral things, but two ſeveral expreſſions, which ſignifie one 
and the ſame thing, and one of which is the explication of the'other, Thus 

Saint Paul ſay's, That God created Meats to be received with Thankfulneff by the 
Faithful. AND by thoſe that know the Truth; Again, Peace be unto thoſe 
Gal.6.16, That walk according to this Rule, AND on the Wrael of God, All theſe Fts 
| are put for, that is #0 ſay's. Thus. Crrillus of Mexandria ſpeaking of the et- 
__ fe of the Communion, the leaſt Zalogium, ſay's he, mixes or confounds in it 
ary) 5” ſelf our whole Body, AN D fills it with its efficacy. Saint Chryſoſtom, 4nd 
g.in Rem, whereas we were men , he has made us Anzels and Children of God, Saint = 
| a guſtin, 


a Tim-4.3- 
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guſtin, he that could change IV ater into Wine me is «ble to change Graff into Gold, 414.5 Us ? 
AN D make of Fleſh an Angel. All theſe FTS, are explicatives , and * 4% Sn 


are put for that is to ſay's. Mr. Arnaud need not contend about a thing ſo 
well known as this is ; I ſay then Zurhymins having firſt ſaid , Zhat we muſt 
not conſider the nature of things which are placed on the Altar, but their virtue, 
and afterwards adding , that Feſwus Chriſt changes the Bread and Hine into his 
own Body and Blood, AND into the virtue of both one and the other , the firſt 
Propoſition which reſpe&s only the vertue , in ſuppoſing that the nature of 
Bread and Wine ſubſiſts, leads us to the underſtanding of the ſecond, and 
makes us eaſily comprehend, thar.ris as much as it he had ſaid , that he chan- 
ges them into his Body and Blood, whichis to fay,into the virtue both of che 
one and th'other. For 'ris of the virtue not the ſubſtance, which his Difſ- 
courſe treats of. Had Euthymius meant by his change into the Body and 
Blood, a change of Subſtance , what could move him tn add, that they are 
likewiſe changed into the virtue of both one and the other ? Beſides that to 


{peak properly, it would not be true, thatthe change was made into the vir- 


tue, ſeeing it would terminate it ſelf only in the Subſtance , and that the vir- 
tue would be only as a ſequel of the Subſtance, and notas a Term of the 
change ; beſides this, I ſay, wherefore ſhould he ſpeak of. this change of vir- 
tue ? Toinform us that the Subſtance is not alone ; but who doubts that the 
ſanQifying virtue of the Body and Blood is every where , where their Sub- 
ſtance is, and what need is there of informung the Readers of this ? 


FIFTHLY, When Zathymirs his or were ambiguous, yet would 
they be cleared up by thoſe of other Greek Authors,that better explain themi- 
ſelves, and ſhew that the common Do&rine of this Church is, that the Bread 
and Wine are the Body and Blood of Chriſt, inaſmuch as they are changed 
into their virtue, | 


THEOPHYL ACT, who lived in the Eleventh Century , thus ex- Therphyl. in 
prefſes himſelf ; Becauſe the Bread and Hine are Food familiar to us, and we Aarc 14, 


are not ab re Plejh and Blood to be ſet before us, God therefore who is full 
of pitty, accommodating himſelf to our weakneſs , conſerves the Species of Bread 
azd Hine ; but changes themintothe 1 RTU EZ of his Fleſh and Blood. 


W E muſt obſerve,he makes this an{wer,to People; that doubted, whether 
the Bread was the Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt, becauſe they ſaw no ſach thing as the 
latter of theſe. When then hetells them,that the Bread and Wine are changed 


Intothe virtue of the Fleſh and Blood;it is clear he means, that the Bread and 


Wine are changed only in virtue,whence it follows,'tis not tobe expected they 
ſhould appear to be Fleſh and Blood,for otherwiſe he would not farrsfie the dit- 
ficulty he had propoſed. Were they changed into the real Subſtance of Fleſh 
and Blood, as well as into their virtue, the doubt would ſtill remain, to wit, 
that they muſt ſtill appear Fleſh and Blood. The change of Virtue would 
not decide the Queſtion. -We ſhall examine in their due order, all the frivo- 
lous exceptions, Which Mr. 4rnazd oppoſes againſt the evidence of this Paſ- 
ſage,and likewiſe hope to'give a fatisfaQtory account to whatſoever he alled- 
ges from this Author. I muſt not now interrupt my Proof by a Digreffion 
which would carry me too far. Ir is ſufficient to ſhew ,; that ZheophylalF ex- 
prelly affirms , that if the Bread and Wine appear not tobe Fleſh and Blood, 
ris becauſe God changes them into the virtue of this Fleſh and Blood, 


VL. IF weafcend higher than the Eleventh Century , we ſhall find the 
lame belief and expreſſions amongſt the Greeks of thoſe times , which will 
Ps. Gg give 
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give us greater light intothe belief of the Moderns. Obſerve here how £!y 
Archbiſhop of Cazdis , the Commentator on Gregory Vazianzen exprefles 
himſelf, Saint Gregory having called the Zucharift an external Sacrifice and 
Fl:ss Cret. an Antitype. by this external Sacrifice, lay's Ely, he means that which is cele- 
m__—_ brated with Bread and Wine, which being placed on the Holy Table , are real 
Greg =” changed by the power of Almighty God into the Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt. 
Were there no more ſaid but this, Mr. Ar#aud would be ſure to triumph ; 
but hear what follows, For , adds he, to the end we might not be ſtruck with 
 horrour in ſeeing Fleſh and Blood upon the Holy Table, God condeſcending to ou 
weaknefi indues the Elements , ſet before us, with an enlivening quality, and 
changes them into the efficacy (or operation) of his Fleſh. This Author lived 
about the Eighth Gentury, and was preſent at the Council of WVice. 


Rs OT 


VII. WE have already ſeen in the Quotations of Vicetas Chontatus , a 
Paſſage of. Zutychus, which aſſerts the ſame Dottrine as the reſt. This Ay- 
thor lived (if I be not miſtaken) towards the end of the Sixth Century , for | 
believe he is the ſame Zutychus againſt whom Gregory the Great , being ar 
2 Conſtantinople, diſputed touching the RefurreQtion. But howloever, he ſay's, 
_ "9: according to the Relation we have from Wicetas , That the Body and Blood of 
3. Feſus Chriit being applied to the Antitypes , by C oy name » imprint on them, 
Their proper Powers ( or proper virtues ) oixdas dyvdpuds. It was he from 
whom we had the compariſon of the Seal, which applied to Wax, imprints 
its CharaQter thereon, which does morcover repreſent this impreſſion of vir- 
tue, we now ſpeak of. 


VIII. IN the Fifth Century , lived Cyrillus Alexandrienſis , and Yidor 

of ntioch ; which latter relates theſe Words of Cyrillss, not tocontradif, 

vigor Anii- but to approve them. Zeſt we ſhould conceive horrour at the fight of Fleſh 
och.Com.MS. and Blood on the Holy Table, God in regard to our weakneff , inanes the things 
in Mate. thereon offered witha VIRTUE of life, and changes them into the efficacy of 
his Fleſh, to the end they may be to us a vivifying Communion , and that the Body 


of life may bs found in us 4s « living Seed. 


Fpipb.Seres.de I X. I N the Fourth Century Saint Zpiphanius held the ſame Language. 
Fide Eccleſ. They that come, ſay's he, to the Baptiſm , recerve the virtue which Feſus Chriſt 
in cAnacepbal: brought to it when he deſcended into it , and are illuminated by the communication 

of his light. Thus, is the Oracle of the Prophet, accompliſhed, which ſay's, that 

there ſat happen in Jeruſalem «4 change in the virtue of Bread and HW ater, 

and there ſhall be given to them a ſaving virtue, For here, to wit, in Feſus 
Chriſt, the virtue of Bread and force of Water are made ſtrong, not that the 
Bread is thus powerful to us, but the virtue of the Bread : For as to the Bread, it 
is indeed an Aliment, but thereis in hima VIRTUE to inliven ns. 


Greg.Nſſm NX. GREGORY of Niſſe, in this ſame Century, ſpake to the very ſame 
Sep.Gr. cffeft. 26s ſee, lay's he, that Hater is made uſe of inthe Holy Baptiſm, but 
you muſt not therefore deſpiſe it , for "tis of great virtue and marvellous jficacy. 

Do you ſee this Holy Altar where we attend? A's to its nature, "tis a common 

ſtone, which differs in nothing from others with which we build ow Houſes, But 

when it hasbeen ſanitified by the Divine Service performed thereon, and received 

the bleſſing, it becomes a Holy Table, an impolluted Altar, which all the Yorld can- 

" not touch , the Sacred Miniſters alone touch it , but yet with reſpeff. So the 
Bread is at firſt common Bread , but after the Myſtical Conſecration , it is called, 
and is the Body of Feſus C hriſt. 1 affirm the ſame concerning the Myſt ical 4 
: ant 
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and Wine, theſe are things of (mall value before their Conſecration ; but when 
blefi'd by the Holy Spirit. , both the one , and th other operate after an ex- 
cellent manner. His Deſign , is toſhew , how mere Water, ſuch as is uſed 
in Baptiſin 4 comes to haye ſuch great virtue , and produces ſuch admirable 
effects, © For this purpole he alledges, divers Examples of mean and deſpica- 
ble things in themſelves, which by their Conſecration, acquire an excellent 
virtueandefficacy. Amongſt which , he eſpecially reckons the Bread , and 
Wine, in the Zuchariſt. As to the Wine, he makes uſe of the Term of, ope- 
rate , but as to the Bread , he ſay's , "tis the Body of Jeſus Chriſt ; which 
plainly ſhews, that in his ſence, tobe the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , and to have 
an excellent operation, is but one and the ſame thing, | 


——_— 


— 


XI. WE findat the cad of Clement Hexandrinus his Works , a Treatiſe Faitme. The 
of a Greek Author , named Zheodotus; who lived in the Third Century, 4. incalce, 0- 
wherein he aſſerts this ſame change of virtue, 7he Bread and Ol, ſay's he; per Clem. A- 


are ſanitified by virtue of the Holy Spirit. They are no longer then , what they 
were before, notwithſtanding their outward eppearance,' but are changed, INTO 
A SPIRITUAL EFFICACT. | 


' W E haveherethen, the Doctrine of the Gyeeks, cleared up, by expreſs 
Teſtimonies , both from Modern, and Ancient Authors. So that methinks 
Mr. 4rnaud has no reaſon to turn into ſport, and raillery, as he has done, this 
change of virtue, in calling it our &ey of /irtwe. Every man ſees*tis noin- 
vention of ours , and that we alledge nothing concerning it , but what isau- 
thoriz'd , by good and real Paſſages , and by the Sentiments and proper ex- 
preſſions of the Greeks of greateſt account in all Ages. When Mr. f4rzaud 
ſhall produce as many and ſolid Teſtimonies for his change of Subſtance, we 


will give him leave to deride our change of virtue, . as he is pleaſed to term it. 


- But till then, I have reaſon todeſire him to ftop his Laughter. 


I ſhould now paſs on to the proving my Propoſition, Zhat, the Greeks be- 
lieve the Bread and Hine only thus become the Body awd Blood of Feſus Chriſt to 
the Faithful, but having already eſtabliſhed this Article, ia the Sixth Chap- 
ter, and drawn from thence an Argument, to ſhew they believe not Tranſub- 
ſtantiation , 1 ſhall therefore for the avoiding needleſs Repetitions, refer the 
Reader to it. 


| I come then to the laſt Article, which, contains; that the Greeks hold the 
Bread, is made the proper and real Body of Jeſus Chriſt , by means of the 
addition of his Natural Body. This Point calls for- a particular confidera- 
tion , for not only , it will further diſcover tous , what the real Opinion of 


' the Greeks is, butlikewiſe ſhew us, whence come thefe cmphatical exprefſi- 


ans, which they ſometimes uſe , in ſaying 'tis the very Body of Jeſus Chriſt, 
and no other Body than that which was born of the Virgin Mary , and like- 
wiſe ſhew usin what ſence we muſt underſtand them. 


I. 1 ſay then, among other Compariſons, the Greeks uſe, for the explaining 


the manner of this change , which happens to the Bread arid Wine ; they * 


eſpecially imploy, that of Food, which being received by us, is changed into 
our Bodies. Now, every man knows,that the Matter or Subſtance of Food, 
1s not changed , into the firſt Subſtance which we had before we take it , in 
ſuch a manner that the one muſt be abſolutely the other, and by a Numerical 
Identity ; on the contrary , each os conſerves its proper being , and 

Gg 2 that 
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+. thatof the Food, is joyned to that of our Body, and receives its Form, it aug- 

- ments it, and by way of Union, Augmentation s and Aſſfimilarion (as they 

ſpeak) becomes ours , and makes but one and the ſame Body , and nottwo, 

with that which we had before. And this is the Compariſon, the Greets do 

moſt often whereby to expres their Conceptions touching the Holy Sa. 

crament. ophilatt, in his Commentaries on Saint Fohr's Golpel , having 

told us, the Bread we eat in the Myſteries, is not an Antitype of the Fleſh of 

Jeſus Chriſt, but the yery Fleſh it ſelf, immediately adds theſe Words , 7he 
Theophil.1.f+- Bread is changed into the Fleſh of Chrif , by the Tneffable Words, the Myſtical 
me Benediition , and coming bf the Holy Spirit. No mas ought to be troabled, is 
being obliged, to believe, that Bread becomes Fleſh. For our Lord was con- 

ver{ant on Farth , and received his nouriſhment from Bread, this Bread he eat; 

w4s changed into his Body, being wade like unto his Fleſh, and contributed to aug- 
ment mw. ſuſtain it after « humane manner. And thus, now, is the Bread changed 


into our Lord's Fleſh. 


THEODORUS Abucers, Biſhop, and Metropolitan of Ceric, and con- 
temporary with Photius, according to Gretzer the-Jeſui 1 , bor- 
rowed the ſame Compariſon, whereby to explain,how the Bread is made the 

B41.Pay: Body of Clift. He introduces in one of his Di » a Saracen diſpu- 
Temn.:,Grece- ting, with him on this Subjet. The Seracen. Zell me, Biſbop ; why do ye 
Las. Prieſts ſo impoſe ow other Chriſtians ? Of the ſame Flower, you make two Zoaves, 
the one for common uſe , and th other you divide into ſeveral pieces, diftributing 
*em to the People , which you call the Body of Feſus Chriſt, and perſwade them is 
confers remi, of ſons. _—_ deceive your ſelves, or the "og whoſe Guides 
you are? The Chriſtian. yen hah ay vtec others, The Sara 
cen, Prove me this then , not by Scripture, but by reaſon. The Chriftias. 
Hhat do ye ſay? Is not the Bread made the Body of Feſus Chrift? The S:- 
racen. 1 know not what to to that. The Chriſtian. Whew your Mother 
firſt brought you forth into the World , was you then as big as you are now? The 
Saracen ? No, Imwasborn little one, and became bigger by means of Food, God 
thus ordering it. The Chriſtian. Hes the Bread then been made your Body ? 
The Saracen. Zes. The Chriſtian. And how was this done ? The Saraces. 
know not the manner thereof. The Chriflian. The Bread deſcends into the 
Stomach;and by the heat of the Liver , the proſſeſt parts ſeparating themſelves, 
the reſt are converted into Chyle , the Liver attraiting them to it , aud changin 
them into Blood, and afterwards diſtributes "ems by means of the Feins , to alli 
parts of the Body, that they may be what they are, bone to bones, marrow to mar- 
row, ſinew to s, ezetoones, hair 10 hair, wail to nails , and thus by this means 
the Child grows, and becomes 4 Man, the Bread being converted in to his Body, 
end the Drink into his Blood, The Saracen, 7 believe ſo. The Chriſtian. 
Know then that our Myſtery is made after the ſame manner , the Prieſt places 
Bread aud Hine on the Holy Table, and praying, the Holy Spirit deſcends there- 
on, and the efficacy of its Divinity changes thew into the Body apd Blood of Feſus 
_ neither more nor lefi, than the Liver changes the Food into the Body of « 
an. 


Api» THEODO RUS Groptus, a Greek Monk, who lived in the Ninth Cen- 


Poft diaribas tury, uſes likewiſe the ſame Compariſon.; Ye do not call, fay*s he, the Holy 
—_— Myſteries , an Image, or Figure , of the Body of Feſus Chriſt , altho they be 4 
"* Symbolical Repreſentation thereof , but the wery deified Body of Feſus Chrft , he 


bimſelf ſaying, if ye eat not the Fleſb of the Son i man, and drink h:s Blood, 
Je have no life in you. Aud this is what he tanght his Diſciples , when he ſaid 
io 


A 
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to em, take,and eat my Body,not a Figure of my Body ; for thus did he form his 
Fleſh , of the Subſtance of "the Virgin , by the Holy Spirit. Which may be ex- 
plained likewiſe by things familiar to us : for as the Bread, Hine, and Water, do 
naturally change themſelves into the Body and Blood of him that eats and drinks 
them. So by the Prayers of the Prieſt , 4nd Deſcent of the Holy Spirit , theſe 
things are ſupernaturally changed into the Body, and Blood of Feſus Chriſt. Aud 
this is done by the Prieſf's Prayer, and yet we underſtand yot that this is two Bo- 
dies, but one and the ſame Body. : 


NICEPHO RUS, the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, and Contempora- _ perp. 
ry with 7heodorss Graptus, fay's the ſame thing, ina Paſſage which Marixs, ,;,"; > 
and Mr. Arnaud after him, has related. ZF it be lawful, lay's he\, to explain M._Arm. lib. 
theſe things by a humane Compariſon, as the Bread, Wine, and Hater, are nata- 7 4p P-56%.. 
rally changed into the Body and Blood of thoſe , that eat and drink them , and be- 
rome not another Body , ſo theſe Gifts by the Prayer of him that officiates ; and 
deſcent of the Holy Spirit, are changed ſupernaturally into the Body _ Blogd of 
Feſus Chriſt. For this is what is contained in the Prieff's Prayer, and we under- 
ftand not that this is two Bodies, but one and the ſame Body. 


THIS way of explaining the change of the Bread and Wine, is not pe- 
culiar to theſe Authors alone, whom I now alledged. Damaſcen, who accord- 
ing to Mr. Frvand , is to be eſteemed as the common Oracle of the Greeks, 
made ule of it , in his Fourth Book of the Orthodox Faith. 4 in Baptiſm, Pamaſcen.de 
ſay's he, becauſe men are wont to waſh and anoint themſelves, God has added to the _—_ erat 
Oyl, and Water, the Grace of bis Holy Spirit, and made thereof the Laver of onr © we 
Regeneration : ſo in like manner , becauſe we are wont to eat Bread , and drink 
Wine and Water ; he has joyned to theſe things his Divinity , end made them © 
his Body and Blood , to the end that by things familiar to our nature , he might 
raiſe us above nature. This is really the Body united to the Divinity , the 
Body born of the Virgin. Not, that the Body which aſcended up on high, 
deſcends from Heaven ; but becauſe the Bread , and Wine ate changed, into 
the Body and Blood of God. 1f you ask how this comes to paſt, it will be ſuffi- 
cient to tell ye that *tis by means of the Holy Spirit ; and after the ſane man- 
' mers he became Fleſh in the Virgin's Womb. All that we know of it is this that 
the Hord of God is true, efficacions, and Almighty ; end that the manner of this 
change is inconcetveable. 7et we may ſay, that as naturally the Bread we eat, 
the Hine and Hater we drink , are changed into the Body and Blood of hin, 
that eates and drinks, and yet become not another Body than that which he had be- 
fore, ſo after the ſame manner the Bread and Wine, which are placed on the Al- 
tar, are ſupernaturally changed into the Body end Blood of Foſus Chritt by Prayer, 
> y - oor of the Holy Spirit ; and theſe are not two Bodies , but one and the 
ame Body. 


IT is probable, that Damaſces , and the othersaforementioned, who uſe 
this Compariſon, have takea it out of the Catechiſm of Gregory of Vyſſe; 
-wherein we find almoſt the ſame tions. For, he fay's , that as the Gregor. Nyſſ. 
Bread which Feſus Chriſt eat , was changed into his Body , and received thereby a ® 9rat.Cate- 
i- «I \ 4fvine wirtue; the ſame likewiſe comes to pef in the Euchariſt. For thereit ** 
was the Grace of the Word , that (anttified the Body ; which was noariſhed with 
Bread, an1 was in ſome ſort Bread ; and here after the ſame manner, the Bread 
ts ſanttified by the Yord of God, and by Prayer ; not being in truth mad: the 
d, Body of the Word , by Manducation, but by being changed in an inflaxt by the 
jd Hord into the Body of Chrifs , according to what be [od himſelf”, this is my 
is Bod Y. | T H I'S 
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THIS Compariſon does already ſufficiently enough declare the Doftrine 
of the Greek Church; to wit , that the Subſtance ot Bread conſerving its 
proper being , is joyned to the natural Body of Jeſus Chriſt ; that it is made 
like unto it, that it augments it, and becomes by this means one and the ſame 
Body with him. For *tis thus the Aliment we take, (altho it conſerves its 
own Subſtance and proper being ) becomes one with our Body , by way of 
Addition, or Augmentation. | 


DU R AN DU S a Biſhop, and Famous Divine, among(t the Zatins, who 
lived in the beginning of the Fourteenth Century, acknowledged the force of 
this Compariſon, and made it be obſerved by thole in his time, and alſo uſed 
it himſelf, to ſtrengthen his Opinion, which was, that the Subſtance of Bread 


' remains , and lofing its firſt form of Bread, receives the natural form of the 


B-ll.de Sacr, 
Fuch.lib.z. 
cap.13, 


Damaſcen.E. , 
Zachary. 
g_ 
Doare © mm 
Hum. de Curp. 
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Body of Chriſt. Belarmin anſwers , that theſe Compariſons muſt not be 
ſtrained too far, that they are not in all thingsalike, and that the Greeks only 
uſe that of Food to ſhew the reality and truth of the change, which happens 
in the Bread and Wine in the Sacrament; and not to (ignite that this change 
is made in theſame manner. And this is in my mind as much as can be ſaid 
with any ſhew of reaſon. We muſt then ſee here , whether in the ſence of 
the Greghs, we may extend the Compariſon of the Food, ſo as to underſtand 
thereby , that the Bread and Wine are made the Body and Blood of Jeſus 
Chriſt, by way of Augmentation of this Body, for if it appears they take it 
ig this manner, Zellarmin's Anſwer fignifiesnothing ; and our Proof will be 
compleat and undeniable. 


D AMASC EN, decides the Queſtion himſelf in his Letter to Zachs- 
rias Biſhop of Doare , and in the ſhort Homily which follows it. Obſerve 
here, what he ſay's in his Letter. - Zouching the Body of our Lord, of which 
we partake, I declare to you, it cannot be ſaid there are two Bodies of Feſus Chriſt; 
there being but one alone. For as the Child aſſoon 8s be is born is compleat , but 
receives his growth from eating and drixking ; ana «ltho he grows thereby , yet 
cannot be ſaid to have two bodies, but only one, ſo by greater reaſou the Bread aud 
Wine, by Deſcent of the Holy Spirit, are made one only Body , and not two by the 
AUGMENTATION OF THE BODZ OF CHRIST. 


BUT to the end it may not be thought this Diſcourſe {lipt from him una- 


wares, obſerve here how he explains, his mind in the following Homily. 7hs 


Body, aud Blood of our God, of which we partake, is ſubject to Corruption, being 
broken, ſpilt, eaten, and drunk, and paſſes thro all the natural Oeconomy of the In- 
carnation of the Word , which comes to paſſ in the ſame manner , as the 
GROMW TH of our Bodies. For as to our Bodies, the firſt thing ſuppoſed, is 
the matter of which the Embryo conſiſts, afterwards the Mother furniſhing it with 
the Aliment of her Blood, this matter is chazged by little and little , and becomes 
an organiſed Body, by means of the virtue which our Creature has given to nature. 
Inthe ſame manner is formed the Fleſh, Bones, and reſs of the Parts, by the aſſiſt- 
ance of the Faculties deſtin?d for Attrattion,Retention,{\louriſhment and Growth. 
So likewiſe the Food we take, increaſes and augments the maſs of our Body, by, * 
the mixiſtry of theſe ſame Faculties , deſigned for nouriſhment , which attrath, 
retain, axd change the Food. And therefore our Lord ſhews #5 the whole divine 
Oeconomy of his [ncarnation, Crucifixion, Burial, Reſurrettion, aud State of Cor- 
ruption in this GROWTH of his Body. For the Body of our Lord becawe 
not immediately incorruptible,but atk. paſſible,till his Reſurreftion; and 


after 
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after his Burial became incorruptible, by this. ſame Divine Power by which he raiſed 
himſelf, and makes us alſo incorruptible : But how comes this to pa? The Holy 
Viroin has been as it were the Table whereon was the Subſtance of Bread, when ar- 
cording to the ſaying of the Angel, the Holy Spirit came upon her, and the virtue 
of the moſt High overſhadowed her, that i to ſay, the Dyvine Word, the Divine 
Perſon who took Fleſh of her. So likewiſe here the Subſtaiice which is Bread, 
and Wine mingled with Hater, is placed on the Myſtical Table, as it were in 
the Womb of the Virgin, for even the Virgin was xouriſhed with theſe things; 
and diſtributed the Subſtance of them to the Body of the Child. In fine, the 
Prieſt, he ſay's , in imitation of the _ » tet the Holy Spirit come upon , ad 
ſanitifie theſe things, and make the Bread, the Sacred Body of Feſus Chriſt ; and 
the Chalice his precious Blood, Then there is nzade not by the virtue of nature; 
but ſupernaturally , and bythe AUG MENTATION of the Body and 
Blood of Chriſt, there, is made, 7 ſay, one only Body, and not two.  Aﬀrer this, it 
is lifted up by the hand of the Prieſt, as he was lifted up on the Croff, it is diftri- 
bated, broken and buried in us, to make ns thereby incorruptible» And thus the 


Oeconomy is finiſhed. 


AND this is the Dodrine of the Greek;,the Bread, and Wine, are made 
the Body and Blood of Chriſt , inthe ſame manner the Food we receive be- 
comes our Body,and this Example or Compariſon exatly comprehends three 
things. The firſt , that as Nature obſerves the ſame courſe , and performs 
the ſame Operations in the Food we receive , as it does in the firſt matter of 
which our Bodies are compoſed ; {o Divine Grace keeps the ſame meaſures, 
and does the ſame things in the Bread and Wine , as in the Body our Lord 
took of the Virgin. This is in all reſpects the ſame Oeconomy. They re- 
ceive the (ame Holy Spirit z are corruptible, raiſed up as it were ona Croſs, 
buried in us, and in fine become incorruptible. The ſecond, that as the Food 
increaſes, and gives growth to our Bodies ; 1o the Bread and myſtical Wine, 
are a Growth or Augmentation which the Body of Jeſus Chriſt receives. The 
third , that as the Food makes not another Body , bus becomes one and the 
fame Body with that which it augments ; ſo the Myſtery is not a new Body 
of Jeſus Chriſt, but the ſame which was born of the Virgin. 


MOREOVER, altho the Greets uſe the Simile of Food, (whereby to - 


explain the manner after which the Bread in the Z«charit becomes the Body 
of Chriſt) yet we muſt not imagine, they believe the Bread receives the phy- 
ſical or natural form of our Lord's Fleſh in the ſame manner the Food re- 
ceives that of ours 3; whether we underſtand by this _ Form, the Soul 
of Jeſus Chriſt,or ſome other ſubſtantial Form ſubordinate to the Soul: This 
is not atall their Belief; for they only mean, that as the Food we eat receives 
the phyſical or natural Form of our Body , ſothe Bread in the Zuchariſt re- 
ceives the impreſſion of the inlivening and ſanQifying virrae, reſiding in the 
natural Body of Chriſt; and that as the Food in receiving the phyſical Form 
of our Fleſh , becomes an Augmentation of our Body ; fo the Bread in the 
Euchariſt receiving the impoetiion of the virtue of the Body of Jeſus Chriit, 
becomes an Augmentation. This is a Comparifon , wherein there is ſome 
proportion of one thing with another , but not an intire reſemblance. The 
Greeks conceive the ſanQifying virtue of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , as its ſu- 
pernatural and economical Form , which belongs to it not ſo much for that 
it isa mere Body, as that it is the Body of the Hord, the Principle of our Spi- 


ritual Life and Salvation. 


THERE 
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THER E is made then according to them, not a Communication, or an 
extenſion of the natural Form of rhe Body of Jeſus Chriſt on the Bread ; but 
a communication or an extenſion of its virtue. 


WHICH plainly appears by what we have already alledged. For firſt, 
hereto relates this compoſition of Bread and Holy Spirit ; and Union of 
Bread with the Divinity which they afſert. Secondly, hitherto expresſly re- 
late , all the _—_— we haveſeen touching the change of virtze , to which” 
the Greeks ſo ſtrialy keep themſelves ; never mentioning the impreſſion of 
the phyſical Form ? but ever that of virtve. Thirdly , we gather the ſame 
thing Gm their comparing the Bread in the Fuchzriſt with the natural Body, 
whereby to eſtabliſh how the Bread is made an Augmentation of the Body, 
they ſay not that the ſame phyſical Form of the one is communicated 
to the other 3 but only that the ſame Oeconomy , which is obſerved 
in the natural Body , is likewiſe obſerved in the Bread. And explain- 
ing in what conſiſts this ſame Oeconomy z they ſlay, *tis in that the 
Bread receives the Holy Spirit , as the natural Body receives it , that 'tis 
raiſed up {as it were) intoa Crols , in the like manner as the natural Body, 
that 'tis buried in us, and becomes in fine incorruptible, as the natural Body 
does. Now this isquite different from the impreſſion of the phyſical Form; 
and gives only the /dez of an impreſſion of yirtue. Fourthly, the ſame thing 
appears from a great part of the Proofs I produced in this third Book, as 
from what they teach touching the unconſecrated Particles , that they be- 
come in ſome ſort the Body of Jeſus Chrift , by conneQtion with that which 
is conſecrated ; and-that the People may receive them as well as the Sacra- 
ment ; for this ſhews' they mean the conſecrated Bread becomes only the 
Body of Jeſus Chriſt by the impreſſion of this ſanRifying virtue of which 
we ſpeak. And that which they believe touching the Euchariſt conſecrated 
on Holy Thurſday , that *tis of a more excellent virtue than that of other 
days; for this weuld have no ſence , did they hold the impreſſion of the na- 
tural Form of the Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt on the Bread. And all the Clauſes 
of their Liturgies, by which it appears, they reſtrain the effe& of the Conſe- 
cration, to the Bread's —_— the Body of Jeſus Chriſt in SanRification, 
_ and Virtue. And what they ſay touching the dead ; that they receive the 
ſame as we do in the Communion z which would be abſurd if they meant 
the phyſical Form of the Fleſh of Chriſt was imprinted on the Bread, for the 
dead receive not this phyſical Form. And their not adoring the Sacrament, 
with an abſolute Adoration of Zatria , as do the Zatins , and as the Greeks 
would do without doubt., if they held the impreſſion of the phyſical Form. 
And that which the Greeks of the Twelfth Century mentioned touching the 
Euchari#, namely, that 'tis not indued with a Soul, or Underſtanding , which 
ſhews clearly, they do not mean the Bread iff the Sacrament receives the im- 
preſſion of the Soul of Chrift. And in fine , that they take © little care to 
preſerve the Subſtance of the Sacrament ; uſing it after ſuch a negligent 
manner, as would be highly criminal and impious, or to ſpeak better , after 
ſuch a manner as is not conceivable, did they believe the phyſical Form of 
the Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt. 


BUT to finiſh the juſtification of my Propoſition touching the Belief of 
the Greeks, there only remains to be proved, the Compariſon of the Paper, 
which becomes the Princes Letter , when it receives his CharaGers or Seal. 
For as concerning that of the Food , we have already ſufficiently treated on 

it ; 


- 
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it; we have likewiſe conſidered that of Wood in conjunction with Fire z 
that of Wool which takes the dye, and that of Wax or Matter which re- 
ceives the impreſſion of the Seal. As to that of Paper , NVi4zs Abbot of 
Mount Sia, (an Author of the Fifth Century , and who was Saint Chryſo- 
fom's Schollar) furniſhes us with it, in one of his Epiſtles. Paper , fay's he, 
conſiſts of a certain Matter, and is called only Paper, but when the Emperor puts 
thereunto his Seal or Name , it becomes Sacred. [In th: ſame manner muſt our 
Myſteries be conceived. Before the Words of the Prieſt , and Deſcent of the 
Holy Spirit , "tis mere Bread and Hine , which are offered ; but after the Holy 
Prayers, aud coming of the holyynd enlivening Spijit, 'tis no longer mere Bread 
and Wine, but the pretious and immaculate Body of Feſus Chrift , who is God 0- 
ver all , and therefore thoſe that receive them with fear and reverence, are clean- 


ſed from all filthiveps. 


HAVING thus hiſtorically and Gncerely ſhew'd, the real Belief of 


the Greeks touching the Euchariſt ,, it will be no hard matter to ob- 
ſerve wherein they agree with the- Zatins, and wherein they differ; 
which is the ſecond thing 1 propoſed to do in this Chapter. Firſt, 
They agree with them, in the general Terms, which denote the change 
of the Bread and Wine into the Body and Blood of Chriſt. Secondly, They 
agree in thoſe other expreſſions , which bear , that the change is made into 
the real Body of Chriſt, into his own proper Body born of the Virgin ary, 
and that he has not two Bodies, but one alone. Thirdly, They agree in-that 
both of them attribure this change to the Holy Spirit , who deſcends on the 
Bread, and makes it the Body of our Lord. Fourthly, They agree in tine, 
in that they both aſſert, this change to be an effeR of the Almighry Power 
of God, aboveall the Laws of nature. So far the Greeks and Zatins agree. 


'BUT they differ in ſeveral things. Firſt , In that the Zatizs believe, 
that the Subſtance of Bread ceaſes, the Greeks on the contrary believe its ex- 
iſtence. Which we plainly gather from the Propoſition [ now eftabliſhed, 
and the Proofs I offered: For ſeeing they make the Euchariſt to conſiſt of the 
compoſition of a ſenſible Subſtance, which is the Bread, and the Holy Spirit, 
as we have already obſerved, ſceing they joyn the Bread to the Divinity, be- 
lieving that what reſults thence is double, that is to fay , that it has two Na- 
tures , it is clear the Greeks hold that the Nature or Subſtance of Bread re- 
mains. This ſame truth appears likewiſe, concerning what they hold touch- 
ing this Augmentation of the Body of Chriſt. For it the Bread in the Zu- 
chariſt augments , or gives growth to our Lord's Body , as they believe, ir 
ceaſes not to be, being certain, that ro make an Augmentation, we muſt add 
one thing to another, joyn them together, conſerve them both, and deſtroy 
neither of them. To this we are moreover led by all thole Compariſons we 
find they uſed, of Wool dyed, of Paper that receives the Emperors Signet, 
of Wax that receives the impreſſion of the Seal, of a burning Coal, or Wood 
in conjunction with Fire , and Food by which we are nourihed, for in all 
theſe Examples , the ſubject matter looſes nothing of its firſt Subſtance. 
Moreover ſeeing they will have the Bread pals thro all the Degrees of the 
Oeconomy of Jeſus Chriſt, that *cis firſt corruptible, then incorruprible, this 
fufficiently denotes they mean the Bread remains, whereby to receive all 
theſe changes. ig 


SECONDLY , From this difference there ariſes another, which is, 
that the Zatins believe that in the —s '"_—_ happens in the — 
H th 
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the Subſtance of Bread, and that of the Body of Jefus Chriſt, are (as they 
ſpeak) the two Terms of the change, and that of the Bread paſſes intirely in- 
to that of the Body by a Converſion, not only myſtical, but really, and which 
deftroys the Exiſtence , or matter of the Bread, which the Greeks do not be- 
lieve. Which appears by this Augmentation of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, 
of which they tell us, and which they confirm by the Simile oft Food. For 
common ſence plainly ſhews us, that that which augments a thing is notre. 
ally changed into the thing augmented , as the Zatims underſtand their 
change. For there muſt always be reckoned-a real difference between the 
rey ldhenakery and that which augments. The Opinion of the Greeks 
then can in no wiſe agree with that of the Zatins, for according to the Z4- 
tins, the Subſtance of the natural Body of Jeſus Chriſt receives neither more, 
nor leſs, by the Converſian of the Subſtance of Bread into it, and according 
to the Greeks it is augmented by it. 


THIRDLY, It muſt then be granted, the Greeks do not acknowledge 
this converſion, ſpecified by the Roman Church; and differ from it in re- 
ſpe of the nature or kind of this change, admitting only that of an ObjeQ, 
which receiving a new Form, remains what it was before ; and yet becomes 
what it wasnot, which is to ſay , that the Bread remaining Bread , receives 
the ſupernatural and ceconomical Form of the Body of Chritt , that is ro ſay 
its virtue, and is thereby made this Body. And this 1s what is meant by this 
change of SanQifhication and Virtue, which they eſtabliſh, and by which they 
pretend the Bread becomes our Lord's Body. Their whole Dottrine centers 
in this, and *tis not poſſible to ſee what I alledged from them in this Chapter, 
and not make this Concluſion , that their Opinion is , there only happens in 
the Euchariſt a change of virtue, and that *tis only thus, the ſame Subſtance, 
which is Bread, is likewiſe the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. 


FOUR THLY, The LZetins hold that the Subſtance we receive in the 
Sacrament is abſolutely the ſame numerical Subſtance which our Saviour 
had when he was on Earth , and which he {till retains in Heaven. The 
Greeks hold not this, their Hypotheſis maniteltly oppoſes it. For altho they 
ſay the Body born of the Virgin Mary, and the Bread in the Sacrament, are 
not two Bodies, but one, yetthe manner after which they explain this Unity, 
and the reaſon they give tor it , do clearly denote they mean nor thereby an 
abſolute Unity , nor an intire or numerical Identity , (as the Schools ſpeak) 
{ſuch as the Zatins eſtabliſh. They ſay , that as that which a Child cats and 
drinks makes not another Body , but the fame , altho he receives growth 
thereby ; ſo the Bread in the Sacrament, which augments the Body of 
Chriſt; makes not two Bodies, but one. Now this neceſſarily {uproſes, that 
this Subſtance which we receive with the mouths of our Bodies in the Fucha- 
rift, is different from that which our Saviour had on Earth, and which he ſtill 
has in Heaven. For a Body that is augmented is the ſame it was before ; but 
the Augmentation can never be abſolutely the ſame thing , as that which re- 
ceives Augmentation. In effeR, if the Zatins be asked, and all thoſe that fol 
low their Hypotheſis, why the Bread in the Fucharift, and the Body born of 
the Virgin, are not two, butone only Body,” they will anſwer , *Tis becauſe 
they are but one and the ſame Subſtance in number. Bur inſtead of this the 
Greeks take a different courſe, ſaying, 'tis becauſe the Bread is an Augmenta- 
tion of the Body of Chriſt , which puts a real difference between the rwo 
Subſtances, Whence it follows, that that which they belicve they receive 1n 


the Sacrament, is not the fame Subſtance as that of our Lord's natural Body. ' 
FIFTHLY, 


ES E—_T— OP” nated Rd —— 


*. ee ” —_—— 


. %” 


Cao XI1L ' believe I ranſubſtantiation. 


235 


FIFTHLY, Hence itappears, the Greeks do not believe the Real Pre- 
ſence of the /=rins. For the /atins by the Real Preſence, mean a Preſence of 
Sub#ance ; Which is to ſay ,* that this ſame Subſtance of the natural Body of 
Jeſus Chriſt, in which he lived and died, and roſe again, and which now ex: 
iſts in Heaven, the ſame | ſay in Vumber, really likewiſe exiſts, ſubſtantially, 
and by it {elf in the Earhariſt. Now this the Gyeeks do not hold , as T al- 
ready ſhewed. They on the contrary believe that this Subſtance we receive 
in the E«chariſt, and that of the natural Body of Chriſt, are two Subſtances 
really different, one of which isthe Augmentation, and th'other tlie thing 
augmented, the one a true Subſtance of Bread, and tlother the Subſtance of 
the natural Body of Chriſt : The one, to wit, that of Bread, receives accord: 
ingtorchem the impreſſion of the virtue of th'other, and the other communi- 
cates this toit. They do not then believe , that this ſame natural Body of 
Chriſt, this ſame numerical Subſtance in which he died, and roſe again, and 
which now exilts in Heaven, does likewiſe really exift in the Zuchariff, which 
is exaCtly, as Ialready ſaid , thereal Preſence of the Zatins. They hold the 
Bread,becomes by Conſecration, not a #7g»re of the Body of Chriſt, but an 
Augmentation, inaſmuch as it receives its /irrue and Efficacy. If this maſt 
be called a kind of Real Preſence, 1 ſay , this is but a mere amulenient of 
Words, not worth our conſideration. In ſhort, the Preſence of the Greeks, 
is a Preſence of Virtue , that of the Zatins a Preſence of Subſtance ; 1o' that 


\ upon this account they are at a great difference. In effeQ, if the things 1 


alledged, as well in this Chapter, as in this whole Third Book , be exaQtly 
conſidered, it will appear, that the moſt part of the Proofs I produced to ju- 
ſtifie, that the Greeks believe not Tranſubſtantiation, do equally'conclude a- 
gainſt the Subſtantial Preſence z and that they alſo believe not, there is made 
any impreſſion of the phy tical Form of Chriſt's Body on the Bread. 


SIXTHLY , Theſe principal and efſential differences, produce others. 
For it hence appears, that altho they agree with the Zatirs in theſe general 
expreſſions, which bear, that the Bread is changed into the Body of Chriſt, 
into his real Body , into his own proper Body , yet they diffet from them if 
the ſence of thele expreſſions, underſtanding them in a quite different man- 
net. For the Zatins tmeati the Bread is changed into the Body by a reat 
Tranſubſtantiation , which making the Subftance of Bread ceaſe , becotnes 
the proper ſubſtance of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, the fame in number which 
it was before. The Greeks on the contrary mean , that the Bread, remain 
ing Bread in its proper Subſtance, is changed into the proper Body. of Chrift, 
itt aſmuch as that tis made an increaſe or augmentation , by the impreſſion 
it receives from its virtue. So that when both one atid the other lay., the 
Bread is the Body of Chriſt, they in no ſort agree, inthe fence of this Pro- 
polition ; the Zatins underſtanding it.in a divided fence (as they term it) 
which is to fay, that that which was before Bread'is now no longer {o , but 
the Body of Jefus Chriſt ; the Greeks on the contrary , that that which is 
ſill Bread, is alſo this Body. 


VIL THE Latin following their Hypotheſis, are forced ts admit the 
Exiſtence of Accidents withouta Subject, the Greeks are not. ' Whence it 


is, they never mention this pretended Exiſtence , and we find noſuchthing = 


in their Authors. 


VIIE THE Latins ate obliged to give a reaſon for ſaveral tatural Ex: 
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. periments, which denote, that the Subſtance of Bread remains, and which 
ſeem in atible with their Belief , as that our Bodies are nouriſhed with 
the Eucharif, that it breeds Maggots in it, £c. 1a which they are extreamly 
puzled. The Greeks are not ſo, neither do we find the leaſt hint thereof in 


their Books. 


IX. THE Zatins cannot but admit the Exiſtence of the ſame Body in 
ſeveral places at onge ; The Greeks know not any thing of this, neither are 
they concerned at It. 


X. THE. Zetins are forced tomake the Body of Chriſt exiſt inthe Sacra- 
ment, void of his natural proportion and properties. The Gyeeks do not 
ſo, and therefore we fee them never troubled at theſe difficulties which follow 
the DoQrine of the Zatins. 


XI. THE Zativs by an unavoidable conſequence of their DoCtrine, a- 
dore with a Sovereign Adoration the Zuchariff , which is according to them 
the ow Subſtance of our Lord's natural Bady , ſeparate from any other 
Subſtance. The Greeks do not ſo, as we obſerved in the ſeventh Chapter. 


XII. THE Zatins, believe the wicked receive the Body ; and Blood of 
Chriſt, with the mouths of their bodies, altho to their condemnation. The 
Go yy that the Bredd and Wine are made this Body and Blood , only to 

& FAaltnrut. | 


NOT to inſiſt on ſeveral other differences, which do not preciſely relate 
to our Queſtion, as that the Greeks doall of *em communicate of both kinds, 
whereas the Zitins give only to the People that of Bread ; that the Greeks 
hold the Conſecration is performed by the Prayer of the Prieſt , and the Za- 
tins" on the contrary by theſe Words , 7his is my Body ,, that the Zatins ule 
Wafers, or unleavened Bread, whereas the Greeks abhorring the Azymes uſc 
only that which is leavened. There are likewife ſeveral other differences 
which I ſhall not here repeat, becauſe the Reader may find them,in what has 
beenalready ſaid in the foregoing Chaprers. | 


AND. here have I repreſented, as exaQily as I could,the Differencesand 
Agreements of the two Churches. If it be now demanded in what Points 
weagres with the Greeks , this may be eaſily colle&ed from what have al- 
ready laid. 


W E agree almoſt with them in all Points wherein they differ from the 
Latins. 1, Inthat we do not believe the Converſion of Subſtances, any more 
than they, nor admit, the ſubſtantial Preſence of the Natural Body of Chriſt, 
under the Species of Bread and Wine, that we adore not the Sacrament, nor 
acknowledge any of the Conſequences of the DoQrine of Tranſubſtantiati- 
on. 2, Weagree with the Greeks, in that they conceive the change which is 
made in the Bread and Wine , to be a change of virtue by the efficacy of the 
Holy Spirit , God notdeſtroying the Nature of Breadand Wine, but adding 
his Grace to. Nature: 3. In that', we do not believe any more than they, 
that the wicked receive the Body of Jeſus Chriſt... 4. In that we believe 
with them , that we ought to communicate of both kinds. 5. In our 
holding the Conſecration is performed by Prayer. 6. In fine , that we deli 
ver the Sacrament in leavened Bread, altho we hold the uſe of the {zyme an 
indifferent thing. YET 
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Cauae. X11. belrewe { ranſubſtantiation. 


YET it muſt not be imagined, we pretend there's no difference in the O- 
pinion of the Greeks and ours. I donotbelieve ahy of our DaQtbtsever 
aſſerted ſuch a thing, Mr. Arnaud would make the World believe -1 
maintained this, and has triumphed thereupon in ſeyeral places of his, Book, 
as if I ſuppoſed the Greeks were Zerengarians or Calvinifts. Burt this is2 
groundleſs charge. I only denied that the Greeks (which ate called Schif: 
maricks) believed Tranſubſtantiation, and the Adoration. It belongs to him 
therefore to ſee whether he had reaſon to accuſe me in' this of reſbweff end in- 
conceivable boldneff,or whether he himſelf rather was nor guilty ot rhis,when 
he bragged of confounding Miniſters with the number of his Proofs: Perhaps 
he would have hit better on it, had he faid he had confounded his Readers. 
But to let this pals, I ſball here truly denote the principal differences berween 
the DoQrine of the Greets and ours. | 


I. THE Greeks,fincethe Eighth Century,rejetbed the Terms of 7yge and 
Figare, in reference to the Euchariſt, altho they uſt them of Hmabol and Re- 
preſentation, We admit equally both as the Fathers of the firſt fix Ages 6- 
yer did. 


IL. THEY ſeem willing to keep in ſome ſort the literal ſence of theſe 
Words, Zhis is my Body, which we do not. For we underſtand”emr inthis 
ſence; this Bread is the Sacred Sign, or the Sacrament of my Body; or which 
1s to the ſame effeft, the Bread figniftes my Body. They on the contrary, 
taking the Term eft in ſome ſort according to the Letter, will have the fame 
Subſtance, which is Bread , tobe alſo the Body of Jeſus Chrift; ' and there- 
fore they ſo often lay, that the Bread is, not the Figute of the Body, bur the 


\Body,not the Figure of the Fleſh, burthe Fleſh it ſelf, becariſe the Lord did 


not1ay,this is the Figure of my Body,but this is my Body. Wherewnto, relates 
that ſaying of 7heophilact, we already cited, which is, we #»»ff rot be troubled 
to believe Bread is Fleſh. 


111. *'TIS likewiſe to keep this pretended literal ſegce , tharthey would 
have the Bread to be made one with che Body by its Union tothe Divinity, 
by the impreſſion of the Holy Spirit, and by a change of vireve. Andrhere- 
fore they bring the compariſon of Food, which becomes ohe with our Bodies z 
and invented this way of Growth or Auzmentationof a naturtl Body-: for all 
thisends only in eſtabliſhing a Unity berween the Bread, and rhe Body,which 
may make us fay literally,and withont recourk toa Figure, that the Bread js 
the Body. As to what concerns us,we need not take ſuch a great circuitbe- 
cauſe the Queſtion, conttrning a Sacrament , we believe we may take the 


' Words of Chriſt in a facramental and figurative ſence, ' | 


I V. IT ſeems likewiſe , that the Modern Greets underſtand fbme real gr 


phyſical impreſſion, of the Holy Spirit, and inlivening virtue 6f;Jehiis Chriſt, 


6nthe Bread , with ſome kind of inberency ; yet'T wilt adr poſitively affirm 
this was the general Belief of their Church, alcho their expreſions-intimate 
as much. Buthowſoever , this is not our Opinion. ' We do'indeed believe, 


"thatthe Grace of the Holy Spirit, and virtue of Chriſt's Body-:accomipany 


the right uſe of the Sacrament , and thatin the Communion 'we perzicipate 
of the Body of Chriſt by Faith in as grear a meaſure ; antmore rally than 
f we received him with the Mouth-of our Bodies] but we hold got'this im- 
-prefion;, or real inherence of virtue, which it ſens: the Greets| admit ; 

| whenes 
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whence it happens that our expreſſions are not ſo emphartical as theirs, 


hag © wy 
A ND this is what Thad toſay rouckilag the real Opinion of the Greeks, 
with its principal Circumſtances , and in reference to that of ours, and the 


"Church of Rome's. Ido not doubt but ſeveral People reading this Cha prer, 


will ſay, 1 charge the Greeks with a very fooliſh and unreaſonable DoCtrine, 
They'l make ObjeQions touching this compoſition of Bread and Holy » Pirit, 


this Union of the Symbols with the Divinity , and eſpecially concerning this 


manner of being the Body and Blood of Chriſt, by way of Growth or Aug. 
mentation. But to this I need ſay no more, than that it concerns me nat to 
juſtifie the Opinion of the Greeks, Our bulincis here is to know what 


1tis, and not whether it be juſtifiable , nor toanſwer the ObjeQtions may be 


made againſt it, becauſe we adopt not either their Expreſſions or Opinions, 
Yet I ſhall endeavour to ſolve two difficulties, which may trouble the Readers; 


| the one is, that according to the Hypotheſis of the Greeks, it ſeems as if it 


might be ſaid in ſome ſence , that the Bread is changed into the Subſtance of 
the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , after the ſame manner we lay the Bread we eat is 
changed into our Subſtance. Th'other is, that by this Union of Bread to 
the Divinity , it ſeems they underſtand a real hypoltarical Qnion, like unto 


that which joyns the natural Body to the W ord. 


T O the fiſt I anſwer, the Greeks mean not the Bread receives the natural 
or phyſical form of the Fleſh of Chriſt, as we have proved ; neither dothe 
fay, the Bread is changed into the Subſtance of the Body of Chriſt , bowl 
this way of ſpeaking,which we uſe in reſpect of the Bread we eat is ground- 
ed upon the Food's receiving the Subſtantial or phyſical form of our Flefh. 
Now they mean no other imprefſion on the Bread in the Fucharif, thanan 


4mpreſſion of the inlivening virtue of Chriſt's Body by means of the Holy 


Spirit. And thus the Bread keeps its proper and natural Subſtance wholly 
intire , and yet is augmented by an Augmentation of the Body of Chriſt, in 
aſmuch as the ſupernatural virtue which is proper to this Body is communi- 
cated to the Bread. As towhat remains, altho this pretended Augmentati- 
on of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, by means of the Bread is abſurd enough, yer 
we may give it a plain ſence, in ſaying 'tis not neceſſary for this that the Bread 
and Body be locally joyned , it being ſufficient to conceive the Holy Spirit is 
the mutual link which unites them together, and the Bread receiving only 
the virtue of the Body , by a dependance thereon, and in almuch as ris the 
Myſtery of it, this is a kind of Growth and Augmentation, a Myſtery being 
as1t were an Appendix, or Circumſtance to the thing of which 'tis the My- 


ſtery. 


T O theſecond Queſtion, I anſwer, that altho the whole Hypotheſis of 
the Greeks, and eſpecially ſome of their expreſſions, ſeem to induce us to at- 
tribute to'em the Belief of the hypoſtatical Union of Bread to the Divinity, 
yet their Authors not plainly expreſſing themſelves in this matter, ani itnot 
appearing elſewhere by their praQtice, that they hold this Opinion, there is 
more juſtice in not charging them with it, than in imputing it to *em, and ſo 
much the more, becauſe there.is none of their uſual expreſſions, how empha- 
tical ſoever , but may agree with a ſimple Union of efficacy. The Termof 
Aſſumption uſed by Damaſcew, Panis & Vinum, ohg\uucovem, aſſamnntur, 


Lib.4 de Fid. induced me to believe at firſt with Mr. fubertiz, he meant thereby a real hy- 


Frth.cap.14- ry Afumption, but having ſince carefully examined this Pafſage, it 


cemed to me this @pyhz;ucdnilal, may be cafily referred nat tothe foregoing 
| Words 
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Words in the ſame Diſcourſe , but to that which follows in the ſimple ſence; 
That the Bread and Wine are uſed in the Euchariſt, becauſe they are things fami- 


liar tous. 


BU T howſoever , we may hereobſerve, tliat eyer fince both Greeks 
and Zavins deviated from the fimplicity of the Goſpel; and natural Ex- 
polition , which the Ancients gave this Myſtery ; how they have fallen, 
I ſay, into vainand idle Speculations, both of 'em wandring from the Truth. 
Which commonly happens to ſuch as love rather to follow their own 
imaginations , than the Word of God. Our Saviour tells us concerning the 
Sacrament , that *tis his Body, and added, that it was for a remembrance of 
him ; and Saint Paul thus commented on it , This is a Declaration of the 
Lord's death till. his coming. What could be more cafie than to keep here, 
and to judge thereof by the very ature of a Sacrament, by the expreſſions 
of our Saviour, and his Apoſtle, and other parts of Chriſtian Religion ? But 
inſtead of this, we have abuſed ſeveral exceſſive expreſſions of the Fathers, 
taking no notice of divers others, by which they explain themſelves ; theſe 
have been extended , and altho innocent, yet are made a Rock of Offence; 
The Zatins proceed to a real Preſence, a real Tranſubſtantiation , and Acci- 
dents without a Subje&, and all the reſt of thoſe DoQtrines unknown to the 
Ancients, which they heap up without number. The Greets on their {ide 
have imagined a Union of the Bread with the Divinity, a kind of real im- 
preſſion of ſupernatural virtue of Chriſt's Body on the Bread, a Growth, or 
Augmentation of this Body. 


I hope I ſhall have this Juſtice done me, that it will be acknowledged , I 
have produced nothing touching the DoQtine of the Greeks , but what has 
been taken out of their beſt Authors , from them 1 ſay that are of greateſt 
account amongſt them. And 'tis in fine from their proper Teſtimonies , I 
have clearly ſhown, that that which the Greeks hold touching the Zucharft, 
is not the Tranſubſtantiation of the Zarins; which is the chief and only thing 
T had to do. Yet ſhall I anſwer in the following Book all Mr. Arnaua's vairt 


ObjeCtions; as briefly as I can, for conſidering what I already eſtabliſhed, 


"tis caſie to judge, that his Arguments will not prove invincible Demonſtratt 
ons, as he would perſwade the World: 


BOOK IV. 
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BOOK IV, 


Mr. Arnaud Proofs touching the Belief of the Greek 
Church refuted, 


CHAP. L 


Hr. Arnaud's Firſt Proof, taken from Cerularius his Silence, examis 
ned. , The reſt of bis Illuſions diſcovered. 


Fter what I have eſtabliſhed in the two former Books, it will 
be no difficult matter, toanſwer, Mr. Lr#aud's ObjeRtions, 
and ſhew as I promiſed, that all his endeavours to demon- 
ſtrate the Greek Church ever believed Tranſubſtantiation 
are ineffeftual, and that the greateſt pars of his Proofs 
conclude the contrary of what he pretends. And this ſhall 

be the ſubje& of this Book. Which 1 ſhall divide into two Parts ;' in the 

firſt, 1 ſhall examine what Mr. Arnasd has alledged, to prove his ſuppoſition 
ſince the Eleyenth Century tothis preſent; and in the ſecond, conſider what 
he has alledged for the ſame purpole from the Seventh, Eighth , Ninth and 

Tecath Centuries. 


IN the firſt Part of this Book, I ſhall handle four pridcipal Heads, under 
which 1 ſhall exaQtly gather whatſoever Mr. Ar2asd has diſperſed.in his Se- 
cond, Third, and Fourth Books, and part of his Twelfth Book , whereia he 
has treated on ſome Particulars, reſpeCting this Queſtion. 


OUR firſt Remark ſhall be touching ſome of Mr. 4rnaud's Deluſions, 
beſides thoſe we already diſcovered , in the fornier Books. It is certain we 
may juſtly fo term allthe Parts of his Work, but more eſpecially , what he 
has written touching the Greeks ; for *tis all deluſory. Bur at preſent we 
raean to apply this Term to certain things only, wherein his Artifice plainly 
appeats, and which are wholly inconſiſtent with that ſincerity, wherewith 
Controvetfies ought to be managed, 


THE ſecond Head cotitains the Teſtimoniies of ſome Proteſtants ; whom 
Mr. Arnaud has alledged ; which ſem in effe& to attribute to the Greets the 
Betief of Tragſubſtantiation, 


THE Third, ſhall contaid the Negative Arguments, drawn from the Si- 
lence of both Greeks, and Latins ; that is toſay , they never diſputed one a- 
gainſt'another, on this Article, of rhe Converſion of Subſtances in the Zuchas 
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fter thoſe we already diſcovered) cqnſifts , ig that 
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the Church of Rome, Zeothe Ninth, the 


man, in the Subject of the Euchariit; we have maae uſe (in the refutation of Mr, 
Claude's Anſwer) of the conteſt which aroſe iy the year 1053. between Michael 
Cerularius ; Patriarch of Conſtagrinople , 874 Leo _— of Acrida os 
one hand , and "_ Fr = Ninth , and the whole / atize - wch on the other, 
For theſe Perſans «ltho ſh peſſjonate. agyerſarics againys, the Hiefirn Church 
#pon p : Fel of the 4 ko fan rack a 044 Lurk Mt fry 
of the Euchariſt., athothey wrote againſt the Latins', *47 THE SAME 
TIME, AND AFTER, Pope Leo had cenſured Berengarius , i» two 
Councils of Italy, the one held, at Roms, th'otber at Verleit ; whence weconclude 
thiy were aortbd with the Latin Church in the Doty ine of the real Preſegge, which 
ſhe ohoudh aſſerted at that thme. This is Mr. Ar»4»4's firft Proof {Which he 
has ſet forch to the life , Ta the bett colours wherewith his, Eloqugnce could 
forniſh him; having turned it ſeveral ayes by his uſual dexteaapy , in am- 
plifying, ipd exaggerating 'the SubjeAts he handles, * 

IT-is certain that to: make this Argument. yallg.s he.muſt cleazly eſta; 
bliſh before” all 'thifgs, that,” Berengar1us his Condemnation preceded Ce 
ralerigs ,” and Zeo of Atrida's Letter, and precededit to, a. very. conſider 
rable time ; 'to ſhew that theſe Prelates were well informed of. it, and 
had reaſon to mention it in their Letter ; for wichout this , we can conclude 
nothing from their Silenec. Yet Mr, 4a» has gt troubled himſelt with 
the clearing up this marter of FaQt ; contenting himſelf in ſaying only, that. 
Cerulerius, and Leo of Acrida wrote againſt the Zatins at the [ame time, and 
4 little after Pope Zeocondemned Berengarins, in two Councils of. /z«/y, A 
man would then think, this was a Point out of doubt, and at which Mr. 4r- 
aud has no need to ſtop a moment , having judgegir evident (beyond con- 
tradition) in his Chronology. But he will be much ſtartled to hgd, theres 
nothing more uncertain , than his ſuppoſition ; and moreover , that thery is 
nothing more unlikely than whathe {ay's. 


"'T O be aſcertained in this Matter , we muſt know , that Cerularius, and. 
Zeo @ Acrida's.Letter was written in the Year,1053, as Mr. 4rn4d andall 


*the World grants. We muſt moreover know , that although Zaronius, and 


Binius attribute the two Condemnations-of Berengarius , to the Year, 1050- 
3'Years before Cerularins his Letter was written , yet there are Authors that - 
afe berter-informed in this Matter than Paronivs , and Binius ; who refer 
theſe two Condemnations to the Year 1053. being exaRtly the ſame Year 
wherein the Letter was written. And theſe are ſuch Authors, whoſe Telti- 
mony will go far with Mr, 4r»aud.. Being thoſe that publiſhed che Office of 
the B. Satrament , that is toſay , this ſame Office, to which, the firſt Trea- 
tiſe of the Perpetuity, in its primary Deſign , was to ſerve as a Preface; as 


we 
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becauſe Sigibert ſays, thar Pope Leo held two Councils,in 1050. but be imemediate- 
obſerves likewiſe 


Pfr that in the Tear be (peaks of , Altred was Abbot of the Abby of Preatx in 
Chronicle. 


HERE then we have upon good Grounds, and undeniable : Authority, 
the two Condemnations of Berengarins, referred to the fame Year, in which 
Cerwlarius ; and Zeoof. Acrrida wrote their Letter. It remains only to know, 
whether Mr. Anavd'may' ſuppoſe without Proof , that the Letter was writ- 
ten after Berengarius his Condemnation ; and whether*tis not a plain Delu- 
ſion, thus {lightly to palsover a Point of this importance , on which depends 
the greateſtpart of his-reaſoning. For, if this Letter was written , before 
the time wherein Berezger was firſt condemned ; what can be then concluded 
from Ceralarivs., and Zeo de  Acrida's Silence ? Wherefore mult they ground 
an Accuſation; - againſt rhe Church of Reme, on a Condemnation which was 
not then in being. Now this is a matter of FaCt, which I affirm to be very un- 
certain; and which Mr. 4r»aud mult demonſtrate, and not ſuppoſe, without 
Proof. They wrote;lay's he,againft the Latins,at the [ame time,and 4 little after, 
Pape Leo had condemned Berengarius\, 1# two Councils of Italy , the one held at 
Rome,th'other at Verſeil. There being burone Letter, from both Cerularins.and' 
Zeod Aerrida;zwe muſt conceive, *rwas written to the Council at Rome, after Be- 
rexzarins his firſt Condemnation ,' and.near the time they were abqur callin 
th'other Council at Yerſei//Now this bas no likelihood, for as Beronies has well Baron 4nd. 
obſerved, Zeo anſwered this Letter mittie-ſame Year, namely, 1053: whence it Eccieſ. ad 
follows,if we reckon right, we ſhall findzthat Cerularizt;and Zeo &f Aerida could © 1953: 
not have written their Letter,butin the beginning of the Year, ar fartheſt,and 
conſequently. before there was any: mention at Rome of Bereng arius his Con- 
demnation ; and eſpecially before 'thernews thereof eame to Conftantinople. 

In effeR it mult not be imagined, tharthis/Partiarch, and Archbiſhop, indi: 
ted their Letter without mature and. deliberate advice , and conſideration; 
nor that they ſent it without communicating the Contents of it-to ſome of 
their Clergy , to bring them to take part with them, and engage 'em in their 
Interefts; ;freing the matter concerned the cenſuring of a Church , ſuch as 
that of the Zatizs,and which,they were ſure would highly reſent it : Aﬀairs of 
this impertance are not, wont to be precipitated, Irrequired alſo ſome time; 
before this Letter could come from Coni#antinople , to 7 rays inthe Kingdom 
of Naples; - Fohn Biſhop of '7ranys, to whom *twas dire&ed , muſt likewiſe 

Ii2a have 
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mfr de corp. affirmeth it ; and the Pope 
ſang. Don. jt quit needs be , Gf we believe what Mr. Ar2axd ſuppoſes) that is to ſay, if 


| Conſtantinople 


have ome time, to ſend it to Cardinal Humbert, and he, muſt getittranſhared 
out of Greek into Zatin. Humbert muſt go to Rome ;, for he carried it 
himſelf to Pope Zeoafter he received it from the Biſhop of 7ra»ys. In fine, 
Zeo muſt examine it., and anſwer it 3 For all which Mr. Arnaud allows bur 
three Months. Cerw/arivs, ſay's he, and Leo of Acrida, wrote againſt the Ta. 
tins, «xd at the ſame time, and not long after agsin, Pope Leo condenened Beren- 
garius, is #wo Councils of Italy, the one held at Rome, th other at Verieil. \ This 
not long after, can only relate to the Councilat Rome, which was the firft,and 
conſequently this , at the ſame time , mult relate to the Council of Yerſe;, 
which being not called till «; 0m z a5 appears by Zavfraxc, who poſitively 

viong wrote his Anſwer ar fartheſt in December, 


the Letter was written in the Month of September, that all that which I come 
now from obſerving, was traniaRed- in'three Months time. And thus does 
Mr. Arnasd haſten the time, that itmay anſwer his riecefſities. 


T O this Deluſion , we may add another , which will be the Thirteenth, 
It conſiſts in ſuppoſing , without Proof, that Zeo the Ninth in condemning 
Berengarius, preciſely cftabliſhed Tranſubſtantiation , and che real Preſence. 
For if we take not this FaCt for a certain Principle, there can be no Pretence 
for demanding , wherefore Cerularins reproached not the Church of Rome, 
about her erring ia the DoQrine of the Zucharift. 


YET is there nothing more uncertain, for, there are none of the Decrees 
of this Council extant, and I think. not one Author that relates the propet 
Terms of thele Condemnations. They tell us, that Zcrengarivs was condems 
ned , that Fohzs S$ot's Book was burnt , but this is not fuffticient to conclade, 
that Tranſubſtanriation , and the real Prefence were eſtabliſhed , in Terms 
which might offend Cerelarias , and the Greeks , and give them occaſion to 
form an Accuſation againſt the Roman Church. men are not wont 
to accuſe People upon confuſed Reparts , and equivocal Terms. And it will 
be to no purpole to ſay, we muſt not doubt, but that Zeo's intention was, to 
aſſert the ſubſtantial Converſion , againſt Zerewgarius ; leeing Zanfren: al: 
ſures us , that he himſelf having declared in full Council his Belicf rouching 
the Zucharift, in oppoſition to that of Berengerius, it waz approved , and the 
other rej as erroneous, For he that ftates an Opinion contradiQory to 
that of Berengarins, does not neceſſarily affert Tranſubſtantiarion, there being 
ſeveral other ways and means of oppolition. It concerns us not here to in- 
form our ſelves from Zanfravc , what was the fence of the Synod , but whe- 
ther what came to Ceru/erivs his onncnntng that matter was fuf- 
ficient to make him ſay , thoſe People eitabliſhed a real Converſion of Sub- 
Rances. Now to imagine, as Mr. 74 »ad does, that a Patriarch which is at 
» can make ſuch a Judgment with Diſcretion, it will not be ſuf- 


ficient to inform him of the intention and fecret deſign of the Zavixs (altho 
even this is not to be ſuppoſed without Proof ) but he muſt have before him 
the diſtinit and expreſs Terms relating to this Aﬀair , and this Mr. 4rn49d 
cannot prove, ſeeing there is no ſuch marter extaae. 


HE will ſay without doubt , that this is a very france ching (for whatlo- 
ever falls not under his ſence is /rnge) to affirm that a Pope and Council 
that intended to eftabliſh Tranſubftantiation im condemning Hereng ar1ss, 
yet have not done it in intelligible Terms. Neither will he forget toccoſure 
me here a little (as he is wont at every pinch) ſaying, 1 conſider rhe matter 


write 
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write ins cial vitw only"; #ot penetretifig into the bottoms 6 things; aud 
the ator wy fling into ih idle fancies ores 7 multiply .# vs ſor; 
and 1m one of the boldeft and fruitfulleſt men in the World , in ſiſes and 
Sftems. To which I have nothing toanſwer , bur that in the Year, 1059: 
ſix years after the Synods held by Pope Zes, WVicholas the Second, ' condem- 
ned likewiſe Berexg «#us,ifi another Synod held at Rowe,and made Him fign a 
Formulary of Abjuration, and that according to Zayfraxctlicy earneſtly defir- Lonfe. de corp. 


ed to eſtabliſh the real Codverſiad of Subſtances in this Formulary ; that Ew _ 


- 
——— 
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Cardinal Humbert, wha drew it up,did firmly believe this DoQtrine,as Mr: 4 ,,; i. 
»aud proteſts for him ; and yet forall tlys , it was afferted only inamibiguous 
Terms,which might be in a ſence that does not at all contraditt the 
Dodrine of the Greeks ; ſeeing is himfel{ turned them to his own ad- 


vantage. And in effeQ,the Formulary beats, 7 hat the Bread and Hine are after Lanfr de corp; 
Conſerration, not only the Satrament; but likewiſe the real Body aud Blood —_ © Jang. 
ſus Chriſt; a#d «fe 4 towrbed 4nd broken by the Prieſt's hands, and chewed 

with the teeth of the Paithful; not only ſactamentally, but really and in trath. 

kt cannot be denied, but theſe words need a Commentary to m:ke them figni- 

fe Tranſubftanciation'; ſeeing rhe natural ſtnceot them is, that thoſe very 
things which are Bread Wine, are alſo the Body arid Blood of Jeſas 
Chriſt, whichis the Opinion of the Greeks , as Lalready ſhewed in thetore- 
going Chapter. How comes it to pals, that what was done under /Vicholat, 

was notdone likewiſe under Zo, who preceded him j and wherefore were 

the Terms of Leo more expreſſive and determinative than thoſe of the Pope 

that came after him? Is it the Cuſtom in the Court of Rome to recede from, 

and dimitilſh Dottrines? But howſoever, if Mr. Arnaud will make advantage 

of Cerularius his Silence , he muſt ſhew us , that Zzo decided the Dottrine of 
Tranſubſtattiarion in ſuch Terms, that the Patriarch of Conſtantinople could 
not,when he ſaw them,cxpound them ity another Race. Bur to fuppoſe this 
without proving it; is a mere Illuſion. 


$9 fat is Mr. Fn%d from ſhewing us that this formal decifion was car- 
tied to Ce#ularizs , that he does not ſo much as undertake to inform us whe- 
ther tlie Decrees of theſe Synods at Rome and Ferſei! (be they what they 
will) came to the hands of this Patriarch. He coprencs himielt” with fay- ) 
ing, 7hat it had beer: already eightees jeats ſince Berengarius his Hereſte, be 1, .;, . 
care famous im the Horld ; that Dedowin the Biſbop of Liege, an4 Adclman jag.145, © 


Bifbop of Brelle teftifie, that the report of it &refpread all Germany ; and that 
there is Chas bt the Latins a: Conftantinople , end th: Greeks 17: Iraly 
were informed of it , and thit « Patriarch ſponld be ignorant of ſo famous an 
OCCNrTERce, 


FIRST, he has forgot what his Friends obſerved in their Office , that 
Sigibert fpeaks not of the troubles Berexgarins his Hereſic raiſed , tiff 165 7x, 
which is to ſay , that his eighteca years muſt be reduced to two, even by his 
own Friends conſent. as to what he fay's of Deodwin, *ris true, his Let- 
ter produeed by #:r0nins under the name of Durand, has theſe Words, 7her 
there was 4 common report throughout all Germany ; that Bruno Biſbop of An- 
| Tor Berengarius renewed the Ancient Hereſies, in teaching that the Body of 
eſus Chriſt, was not ſo much « Body as 4 Shadow and « Figure ; and that 
they anulled the Sacrament of Marriage , and that of Baptiſm of Infants. 
And this was it according to this good Biſhop, which difturbed all Germany: 
Asto Adelman he ti more to the purpoſe, for he ſay's, the ye- . 4 
port was, thes Berengariuy deviated from the Carholick Faith ; rowehing the Body 5:19* # 


and 
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and Blood of dur Lord ;| and to uſe the words of thoſe that accuſed him, they ſ4i1; 
be taup ht the Sacrament was not the real Body and Blood ,” but a Figure or reſent. 
blance of thery. Does Mi. Arnaud believe , that theſe Reports , when they 
ſhould.come even to Cerularius his ears,” were capable oft making him take 
the Field in favour of Berexgarius? On: one. hand they repreſented his Do: 
arine in-'Terms: very different from theautual expreſſions of the Greeks | 
which aſſert the Bread to be the reabBodpy of Jeſus Chriſt, and nor a Figure , 
and onthe other hand he had things laid xo his charge, which were mere Fal- 
ſities and Calumnies. Why will he needs havea Patriarch that was always 
at Conſtantinople , and held lirtle or no communicatien with the Zarins ; to 
know better what Berengarias did'its Frente:, than Deddwin Biſhop of Liege ; 
or Adelman, who had beea Berengarius his School feHows, and who by this 
long acquaintance might have ſome-inrereſt. in his! Aﬀairs? Why.muſt it 
needs be that during theſe'pretendedeighteen'yeats; Cerularins has been bet- 
ter informed by his Spyes or Inquiſitors-*than the'Pope'by his?. For it does 
not appear that the Court. of Rome concerned themſelves at rhematcer till 
1053. Which is as we obferved the ſame year in which Cerularivs wrote his 
Letter. Nay *tis probable they had not fo: foon taken'notice of 'it', had not 
an Ecclefiaſtick 'of Rheims. brought along with him ro' Xomee fome Letters 
which Bereag arius wrote to Zanfranc. -) It the Popes remained lilent eighteen 
years,notwithſtanding this greatdiſturbance-in the Welt, I ſee no realon why 
' a Patriarch of Conſtantinople ſhould be any more concerned. I could with Mr. 
Arnaud would tell us,why fincethe year 1053. (to which Baronius refers the 
Letters of Dedowin and Atelman) Bennet the Ninth;Gregory the Sixth;Clement 
the Second; :Damaſius the Second , have taken no-notice of ſo conſiderable a 
matter;and why Zeothe Ninth concerned not himſelf in it,rill the-faftli year of 
his Popedom. All 7zaly was full-of French and Durch, France and Germany 
of Italians,and yet.no. body all this while could think of waking: thefe Nlecpy 
Popes; and cautioning them againſt this damnable Hereſie ; which over- 
; threw the Faith of the whole Earth. Ler him tell us, why the Patriarchs, 
that preceded Cerularius , or Cerwlarius himfelf reproached them not with 
this ſcandalous negle& : For if on one hand they believed Tranſubſtantiation, 
as Mr. Arnaud ſuppoſes; and on the'other ,, that there was nothing elle al. 
moſt talkt of in the Weſt, and being ſo probable, that the Patriarchs of Cos- 
ftantinople were informed of ſo famousan occurrence, how came they robe 
ſo mute in ſuch an important Aﬀair , and prodigious negle& of the Popes? 
Of this he muſt give us an account, before he can requitea reaſan of us, for 
Cerularins his (ilence. . But to ſpeak plainly , Mr. Arnaud deviſes matters in 
his Cloſet,and having clothed them with all the rhetorical colours;wherewith 
the power of his invention can furniſh him, he delivers them to us as the ex- 
att Rules of humane Aions; without conſidering,that what he offers agrees 
no better withhis own Hypothefis than ours. But be it as it will, he makes 
it not appear , that the AQss of the Synods at Rome and Yerſeil came to Ceru- 
{arius his hands, that he might make a right Judgment of them ;: and this is 
one of his illuſions, for how can he expe we ſhould fatisfie him rouchiog che 
Conduct of this Patriarch, if he does not before-hand ſhew us, that Cerulari- 
#5 had all neceſſary information , to make a right Judgment concerning 5e- 
rengarius his Aﬀair. | | 


Anſwerto the I anſwered the Author of the Perpetaity ; Zhai *tis poſſible , Cerularius 
ſecond Tre1- knew nothing of what paſſed in France under Leo the Ninth , touching Berenga* 
riſe of the Per- rjus; or if he did , the account given him might be very confuſed and imperfett. 
Ps © 3" And that "tis likewiſe poſſible , matters might be miſrepreſented te him ;, and Be- 


chap.s. 
rengarius 
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Tengarigs charged with that which was wot his Doctrine. Mr. alrnaud to avoid 
the force of this Anſwer, turns it into ridicule. Mr. Claude, lay's he, wut 
make the beſt advantage he can of his H—_ He thinks he has ſufficiently 
acquitted himſelf by theſe three may-be ſos, Fc... Iam nottroubled at Mr. r- 
aaud's diverting himſelf ; but I am not willing the truth ſhould ſuffer preju- 
dice thereby. Had he been willing to examine ſeriouſly my Anſwer , he 
could not but find I meant, that the Argument drawa from Cerw/arins his Si- 
lence , could not be conclutive , till theſe three things are ſhewed us ; Firſt, 
That he knew what paſſed in Fraxce ; Secondly , That he hada morecer- 
rain and diſtin knowledge thereof, than a meer flying report could furniſh 
bim with ; And Thirdly,That Sereagerizs his DoQtrine was truly repreſented 
to him. ln effeR, if eitherof thele three things be wanting, the Argument 
drawn from Cerwariue his Silence 1s invalid. There was no great reaſon 
than for charging my Anſwer with Drollery, and affirming my Hyporh:ſifes 
go be fantaſtical, and that Tuſe too often my priviledge of ſuppoſing. For thus 
does he ſhrowd the abſurdity of his Anſwers under cwo or three lines of piti- 
ful raillery. The matter conceras aot my Suppolitions; but thoſe of the Au- 
thor of the Perperuiry. For this Author's Argument is grounded on theſe 
three Suppoſitions, already mentioned; nat one of which he either does, or 
can prove : *'Tis he then and Mr. Arnazd that argue on groundlebs imagina- 
tions. Whence have they this priviledge of eſtablifbing theio Arguments on 
uncertain matters of fa&t,or what can hinder me from calling their unproved 
Suppolitions meer may-be-ſo's ? I have not uſed this; expreſſion , but ſecing 
Mr. 4r-naud imputes it to me, Ifeenoill conveniency in adopting it ; ney be 
then Cerularins knew nothing: of what paſt in Berengarius his Aﬀair 3 may 
be he had only a general and confuſed account. of it ; it may be Berengarius 
his DoQrine was miſrepreſented to him. When Mr. .4z2sd ſhall put theſe 
three may be's out. of doubt , he ſhall ſee what anſweriwe will make him, but 
till then I ſhall have reaſon to ſay, that his Proof is grounded: on: chimerical 
Suppolitions. | 


B U T7, ſay's he, the Queſtion being once opened: , there could be uo miſtake a+ 
bout it, For every one knew the Catholicks held the real. Body of Chriſt, was pre- 
ſent in the Euchariſt 4nd that Berenger denied this. Firit, the Queſtion was 
{o little known, that-it came not to the cars of four following Popes, or ar 
leaſt they pretended not to have heard of it. Moreover, granting ictobe as 
. publickly known as he pretends it. was, yet People might be as well deceived 

12 /aly and Conſtantinople , as at Liege; where Dedomiz was grofly miſtaken. 
Ia the third place, whotold him, 'twas then held, that Chriſt's real Body was 
preſeat in the Zvchariſt, and not rather that the Bread of the. Zucharift was 
Chriſt's real Body ? This was the Language of /Vicholas, and his Biſhops ſix 
yon after z why was it not likewiſe that of Zeoand his Church.: *Tis not 

ikely Mr. 4-yaud ſhould know better the Style of thoſe times, thgn the Ro- 

mag Churchher ſelf, aſſembled in full Council , in the year 1959. Zuery 
one, lay's he, knew. Itſcems to hear him thus ſpeak, as if this particular had 
been proclaimed in every corner of the Streets, and was the common-matter 
of Entertainment; all other bulinefs over the whole:Workd'being; ſuſpended 
and laid aſidez and only that of Berengarizs his conteſt attended to. Mr. 
Arnaud falls into. the ſame humour, as thoſe that have: Quarrels or Law- 
Suits z for they thinking of nothing elſe both Day and Night ; | it ſeems 
to them , that others are concerned in like manner as they, His mind at 
ponant is ſo taken up with the Thoughts of Tranſubſtantiation-; the real Pre- 
ace,and Berergrins his: Conroverite ; that he imtaginesboth Eaſt and Weſt 
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were in the ſame manner affeQed with it then , and that the Ecchoes of i; 
were heard throughout the whole World. But this is a meer fancy. Ther; 
is in the World almoſt an infinite number of little Worlds (if I may 6 lay) 
- which divide and multiply themſelves according to thenumber and dif; 
[rence of Profeſſions and Intereſts. Every Aﬀair makes a noiſe in irs Circle ; 
yet there are ſcarcely any but Niſtorians,and ſome curious People;thar inform 
- themſelves'in each particular circumftance of Aﬀeairs, wherein they are ng 
rſonally concerned ; and yet they are often deceived in theſe Matters, 
I confeſs indeed Matters of Religion, are uſually more publickly known than 
other things ; bur beſides that they require time for this, it is moreover cer- 
tain that theſe reports have their bounds in reſpeCt of places, and that ſome. 
times they ſhallmake a great noiſe in one Country, and yet be little of nor ar 
all heard of inanather. .We may preſume this Aﬀair of Berengarinvs was of 
this number , for after the Letters of Dedowix and Adelman , there pailed 
eighteen years ; as we have ſeen, without any mention of ir in the Courr of 
Rome ; neither is there, asI know of , any Greek Author that takes notice of . 
it. 1f, what Mr. 4-naud ſuppoſes touching this great report , which paſlcd 
over trom Zaly to Greece, was true , the lilence of all:th& Greek Authors 
would be every whit as aſtoniſhing as that of Cerularius. For why ſhould 
not they mention it, being as much intercfled as the Z2:ins in Berengarins his 
Condemnation. z ſuppoſing they believed Tranſubſtantiation ? Why did 
they not complain of the Church of Xome's ſo long bearing with him , or 
do the ſaid Church ſo much right as to commend it for fuppreſſing him? 
Peter the Patriarch of Antioch held at that time a correſpondence with 
the then Pope, he wrote to him, and defended the Zatins againit the reproach- 
es of the Greeks, as appears by his Letter to Cers/arius ; yet mentions not a 
word of this Condemnation, altho this offored it ſelf very pertinently to ſhew 
the care the Church of Rome took to preſerve Orthodoxy, and ſtifle Hereſics, 
ſuppoking the Eaftera People believed Tragſubſtantiation. 


MR. Arnaud finding Berengarius his Aﬀair would not do his Buſineſs, be- 
takes himſelf toanother Artifice.. Z# concerns us not to. know , ſay*s he , whe- 
ther Cerularius , a4 Leo D' Acrida could be ignorant of Berengarius his Con 
denenation. Yet this was the Author of the Perpermirie's Chick Argument, 
But , whether they could be ignorant of the Opinion of the whole Litin Church 
zonching the Euchariſt, which was then by the Calvinifts own Confeſſion moſt clear, 
aiſtinit, and determinate for the real Preſence. But let the Matter concern what 
it will, his Proof will be never the better. But inſtead of ſaying, for the real 
Preſence , he ſhould ſay, for 7ranſubſtentiation ; for our Queſtion touching 
the Greeks, being only oa this Point, if Mr. £rnasd will make advantage of 
Cerslarius, and Leo d Acrids's filence, he muſt eſtabliſh that the Zxrins made 
it thenan Article of their Belief, There isa great deal of ambiguity in theſe 
Terms of real Preſence , the Greeks do,and do not believe it, they believe as 
we already obſerved, a real Preſence of Virtue, but not a reul Preſence of 
Subſtance. And even we our ſelves, who deny the real Preſence Mr. 4-214 
means, profeſs to believe another, which we hold not only for real, bur a 
thouſand times more real than that which Mr. frn4ud intends. If then he 
deſigned to explain himſelf clearly and to the purpoſe, he muſt ſay , that the 
Opinion of the whole Latine Church was plainly and diſtinQly for Tranſub- 

ſtantiation. 


' BUT *tis not enough to ſay fo, it muſtbe proved, for endleſs and imper- 
tincat Stories will aever {atisfie our Reaſon. He tells us , thar ag we 
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having ſent hi Letter, cauſed the Latin Charches at Conltantinople to be jhub £49-2.c4p.5- 
wp, and took avay from the Latin Abbots , and other Religious Perſons their Mo- 

nafteries. That 1n the following year, Pope Leo ſent Cardinal Humbert, ax4 the 

Biſhop of: Blanche Selve,and rhe Archbiſhop of Melphus iz quality of his Leg ats 

0 Conſtantinople , with /etters to both the Emperour and Patriarch, Which 

isno more than what we know already without Mr. frn2ud's telling us. 


HE adds, 7h:zt Humbert wrote 4-refutation of Cerularius his Zetter by way 
0f- Dialogue, and amongſt the reſt, that the Azyme is mad: by invocation of the 
7rinity, the real and individual Body of Chriſt, There are {d many faults to 
be reprehended in this Allegation , that a man ſcarce knows where to begin 
ro-refute it. Were his Tranſlation as ir ſhould be , it would appear theſe 
words do not ſo clearly aſſert Tranſubſtantiarion, as to give Cerularizs an occa- 
ſion to reproach the Z4tizs with it. For may we not underſtand that the 
Bread is made the real and individual Body of Chriſt, in as much as he has 
not two Bodies, but one, only ? in the ſame ſence Saint Chry/oſtors fay's, that ciy1jup Ep 
although the nature of Bread remains even then when it becomes worthy to 44 c:/. 
be called our Lord's Body 3 7*t do we not ſay, that the Son of God has two Bo- 
dies, bt one. And in the ſame ſence Damaſcen lay'sallo, That when the Bread Damaſcen. Te 
and- Hine paſf into the growth of our Lord's Boy aud Blood , it becomes tit _ ——_ 
two Bodies but one. Moreovet Hambert ſay's not what Mr. 4rnaud makes j1,,15crt cont, 
him ſay , v4. that the Bread becomes the /zdrvidea! Body , his words are; Grec. Bibl. 
Corpus Singulare, the Sinzular Body, that is to ſay, the Body which ſingly and *9- 40, 
only belongs ef urn Chriſt, and not to the Father and Holy Spirit ; and 
there is ſo great blindneſs , or rather unfaithfulneſs in this Tranſlation, that I 
cannot ſuppoſe it to be: Mr. Arzaud's. He has publiſhed it without doube 
from the ColleQion of ſome of his Friends , and not from Humber:'s Text ; 
For how great ſ{oever his prejudice may be; I do not believe he would ven- 
ture his reputation for ſo ſmall an advantage as might be expected from this 
falſe Tranſlation. Obſerve here' what Humbert lay's,' The Azyme being thus 
prepared, is made by an hearty Invocation of the Holy Trinity, the real and ſmgle 
Boay of Chriſt. Not as the Theopaſchites wonld have it , the Boay of the Fa- 
ther , Son, and Holy Ghoſt. Hhich it ſeems you believe likewiſe 5 ſeeing you 
fay the Azyme does not participate of the Father, Son, and Huly Spirit , asthe 
Lexvened Bread does, Leave this wicked Opinion , unlefi yiu will be condemned 
with the Theopalchites. 7» the Commemoration of our Lord's Paſſion , the Ho: 
ly au1 Impaſſible Trinity has nothing in common except the ſingle Conſecrationz 
wherein all the Perſons co-operate : For the death of th Humanity only of the 
Son of God is celebrated in this viſible Sacrament, the Apoſtle ſaying; every tine 
#2 eat of this Bread, and drink of this Cup, ye- ſhewthe Lord's death till be comes, 
©: Lord himſelf in this particular Commemoration, delivering the Bread to his 
Diſciples, ſaid to em, this is my Body which was given for you. Mine, ſfay's he, 
which by th: Grace of. the Holy Spirit, 7 who am the 1iſdomof the Father, 
hive built as a Temple in 45 days , in the Womb of the unſpotted Virgin. It 
tow. plainly appears what is the meaning of this Singulare Corpus Chriſti, 
which 1s to ſay, the Body which the ſecond Perſon only aſſumed, and-not the 
Father, nor Holy Spirit. To make of this the individual Body of Jeſus 
©hriit, ro conclude from thence Tranſubſtantiation, is fo groſs and ridiculous 
a-miſtake , rhat had Mr. Arzaud met with the like in-my Writings; inthe 
humour he leems to be of , he would have made it the Subje& of a whole 
Chapter. I ſhall only .adviſe him to take more care another time; and not: 
labour ſo confidently hereafter upon other Peoples Memories. This firſt: 
Paſſage is atrended by .another almoſt of 4 ſame kind. Ht ſays, fay's hes 
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that the Latins bonouring the Body of Truth , that is to ſay, the Body of Chriſt, 
made of an Azyme, and in the Azymes, taſte with their Mouths and Ueayt how 
ſweet the Lord is. This, adds he, is clear enough , and a man muſt be very dull, 
not to underſtand this Language. 1 confeſs 1 am not quicker of epprehenſion than 
another, yet I underſtand very well Hurbert's Diſcourſe without Tranſubſtartia. 
tion. he ſay, ſay's he, that the Azyme of the Chriſtians is very different from 
that of the carnal Fews, who obſerved and purſued the ſhadow of Truth, invited 
hereunto by the promiſe , and deſire of « Terreſtial Felicity, ſuch as « long Life, 
Riches, « numerons Off-ſpring, and ſuch like things. But as to us, honouriny and 
retaining the Body of Truth, which is of the Azyme , and inthe Azyme we taſte 
with our mouths and heart, how ſweet the Lord ts , deſiring of him no more , but 
that he may awell in us, and we in him eternally. Ts not this to deride People, to 
alledge ſuch a Paſſage as this, whereby to eſtabliſh Tranſubſtantiation , and 
that E chacls too, that Ceru/arins ought to reproach the Zatins with it? Had 
Mr. frzavd minded , he might have comprehended that this Body of Z7ruth, 
is nothing elſe but the Truth it ſelf, which is called the Body in oppoſition to 
the Shadow of the Fews, that it is of the Azyme, and in the Azyme, becauſe the 
Azyme is the Myſtery of it , that in pertakting of it with our mouths and 
hearts, we taſte the ſweetnefi of the Lora, becaule his Grace thereby is commu. 
nicated ta us, and that in tine this 7r#tb, of which he ſpeaks, is our Spiritual 
Communion with Chriſt ; as he explains it himſclf, in faying, that he dwel'; 
in us, 4nd we in him, in oppoſition #9 the Zerreſtial Felicity, which the Fews 
expected in the participation of their Azyme. 


MR. Arnaud adds that Humbert believed Tranſubſtantiation ; but it con- 
cerns us not to know whether he did believe it or not ; but whether he did 
ſufficiently explain it tothe Greeks , whereby to move Cerwlarins to make ig 
the head of an Accuſation againſt the Roman Church, 


THE Pope's Legats, ſay's he, excommunicated the Patriarch, and departed 
from Conſtantinople - I agree with him in this; 7he Patriarch would have 
thems return to the end they might be torn in pieces by the People. This may be. 
He ſtirred up 8 Sedition againſt the Emperor that upheld them, I grant it. They 
ſent the Emperor a true Copy of the Excommunication they had read, in which they 
fay, that as to the Pillars of the Empire, and its Honourable and Sage Citizens, 
a te were moſt Chriſtian and Orthoaox. All this concludes nothing. 7hey 
blame not Cerularius in any ſort touching the Eucharift z which ſhews they ha4 
20t the leaſt thought that Cerularius differed from them in his Opinion about this 
Afyſtery. Why muſt they blame him touching this Point , when both the 
Greeks and Zatins at that time , uſed the ſame Expreſſions? Cer»larins, fay's 
he, afterwards, giving way to his Paſſion , wrote to the Patriarch of Antioch to 
animate him againſ# the Latins ; aud makes no mention of their Belief toxching 
the Euchariſt. I believe it. But this ſtill concludes nothing, unleſs it be 
ſhewed that Tranſubſtantiation was then eſtabliſhed in the Romane Church. 
This is the Point that oughtto be proved, without any more words. For all 
theſe Narrations ſerve only to inform us , ia what perplexity Mr. Arnaud 
finds himſelf to make out his firſt Proof. He carries his Readers backwards 
and forwards , from Eaſt tro Weſt, and from Weſtto Eaſt again : when the 
Queſtion concerns the Opinion of the Greeks, he goes to ſeck it at Rome, a- 
mongſt the Zativs : and when touching the Opinion of the Zatins . he goes 
to ſeck it at Autioch and Conſtantinople amongſt the Greeks ; and all this a- 
mounts to nothing at laſt , bur mere Deluſion; for it proves nothing. Was 
ever ſuch Confuſion beheld in the entrance of a Controverſie, and eſpecially 
conlidering the noiſe there has been about it ? BUT 
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BUT it will be perhaps ſaid ; How can we deny that Tranſubſtantiati- 
on was eſtabliſhed , and commonly held by the Church of Rome in Zeo's 
time; that is to ſay , about the middle of the Eleventh Century ? I anſwer, 
we can be no otherwiſe informed , than by the Expreſſions of the Council 
held under Vicho/as 7 Z. which I already related ,, and which contain not 
Tranſubſtantiation. I believe there were then ſevera! particular Perſons that 
believed it; and took this way whereby to explain how the Bread is made 
the Body of Chriſt ; but howſoever the Roman Church had not yer declared 
her ſelf otherwiſe than 1in general Terms ; which could not offend ciffer 
Cerularins, or his Greeks. 


THIS is ther another of Mr. Arnasd's Artifices, to perſwade us as he 
would do, that he isnot, moreover obliged to prove , the Greeks believed 
Tranſubſtantiation , aud that *tis ſufficient to (hew , that all the Patriarchal 
Churches were linkt in Communien with the Roman , when ſhe condemned Be- 
rengarius ; aud were not parted aſunder upon this occaſion , This , I fay , is 
a groſs Deluſion, for not to mention here, that the Rupture was already 
made before the time of Berengariws his firſt Condemnation , of at leaſt be- 
fore his Condemnation could be known in the Patrriarchal Churches , as ap- 
pears by what I alledged in the beginning of this Chapter , we muſt further 
obſerve, that of all thoſe Condemnations ( which the Authors of the Office 
make to amount to Eight) there is nevexa one, but the laſt (which was made 
by Gregory T7. in the Year 1079.) which can be ſaid to eſtabliſh expreſs- 
ly, Tranſubſtantiation ; fo that the Separation of the Greeks being made ſince 
the Year 1053. that is to fay , Twenty ſix Years before , this Preſumptiori 
(which Mr. Arnazd {ay's, is clearly on the ſide of the Roman Church) is void 
and fantaſtical , and cannot acquit him from giving us that Proof which we 
require of him. 


CHAT Ik 


Mr. Atnaud's Second Proof, taken from Cardinal Humbert's Dipute 
with Nicetas Peoratus , examined. His "Third Proof from the 
Teſtimony of Lanfranc, and Silence of the Berengarians examined, 
The reſt of Fr. Arnaud's Deluſtons conſidered, 


R. Arnaud's Second Proof taken from Cardinal Humber:i*s Dif- 
pute with Nicetas Pettoratus , conſiſts of Deluſions as well as _ 
the former. He immediately tells us , this Diſpute, does invin- £*-1-£4p-2, 
cibly prove theſe Four Points. 1. That the Roman Church held at 5% 
that time the Dottrine of the real Preſente and Tranſubſtentiation. 2. That 
this Doftrine was declared to the Greeks in ſuch 4 manner , that they could not 
be ignorant of it. 3. That Cardinal Humbert poſitively believed the Greeks 
held the Dottrines of the real Preſence and Tranſubſtantiation. 4. That the 
Greeks aid in effect believe this Dottrine , and elearly expreſſed the ſame. Bur 
Kk 2 having 


me 
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— 


having thus diſtinguiſhed theſe Four Propolitions , and aſſured us they are 
the plain reſult of Zuwnbert's Diſpute with /Vicetas, his firit Deluſion conſiſts 
in leaving them , and expresſly proving neither of 'em. He contents him- 
ſelf with alledging to us a Paſſage of Humbert 's, whercin there is not the leaſt 
mention of the Converſions of Subſtances, nor ſo much as one Clauſe , by: 
what is expreſſed in ſuch Terms as may be well underſtood without Tran. 
ſubſtantiation. Which will plainly appear , if we take the pains to read 
over again this Paſſage, as Mr. Arnaud has produced it”, in the Sixth Chapter 


| of his Second Book. 
=» 


Thid.pag.151. 


I confeſs, he endeavours to infer it thence by way of Conſequence , Ze. 
cauſe, ſay's he, that Humbert, denying as he aves, that the Eucharilt is digeſted, 
and breaks the Fecleſraſtical Faſt, he can therefore acknowledge no other Subſflaxce, 


but that of Chriſt's Body. 


BUT, beſides that, this is not clearly to prove the Church of Rome then 
believed Tragſubſtantiation , and that her Belief on this Point was declared 
to the Greeks in ſuch a manner, that they could not be ignorant of it, but muſt 
perceive it tobe the Conſequence of Humbert's Terms , feeing on one hand 
we may ſtill doubt whether Jumbert ſpake his own Sence , or that of the 
Church which ſent him, and ſo much the more, becauſe Mr. Arnaud acknow- 
ledges this Cardinal was very hot in this Diſpute, and on the other, tis very 
uncertain whether the Greeks went ſo faras this Conſequence. Beſides this, 
I ſay , the Conſequence it ſelf is neither demonſtrative nor unavoidable ; for 
it does not follow from a mans denying the Zucharift is digeſted , and breaks 
ones Faſt , that he acknowledges no other Subſtance than that of the Body of 
Chriſt. He may believe , the Subſtance of Bread becomes incorruptible as 
ſoon as 'tis in the Stomach , and that it paſſes immediately without Digeſtion 
into our Subſtance , according tothe Opinion of Damaſcen, Zonaras, and al- 
moſt all the Eaſtern Churches , as we ſhall ſee hereafter. For in Humber's 
ſence, all Food that breaks our Faſt is digeſted, and paſſes into Excrements, as 
the common nouriſhments do. Whence I conclude that Mr. Arnaud de- 
ceives us, when he fay's, this Diſpute does invincibly prove the Roman 
Church then believed Tranſubſtantiation, and that her Belief was ſufficient- 
ly made known to the Greeks ; for neither one nor the other of theſe do 


hence neceſſarily follow. 


NEITHER can it be thence concluded ſhe believed the real Preſence, 
I mean this local and phyſical Preſence of the proper Subſtance of the natu- 
ral Body of Jeſus Chrift , as ſhe does believe it at this day, nor that Humbert 
thought the Greeks believed it, and this Mr. 4-»aud's laſt Conſequence is 
moreover found defeQtive, altho this is not the Point in queſtion betwixt us. 
For ſuppoſing the Bread remaining Bread , becomes the Body of Chriſt by 
way of Augmentation of this Body , being united to the Divinity , and re- 
ceiving by the Holy Spirit the imprefiion of the inlivening virtue , which is 
Jeſus Chriſt , according to the Sentiment of the Greeks, Humbert might 
{without being thought ſencelels or extravagant) tell Vicetas that in teaching 
the Zucharit breaks our faſt, he expoſed the Body of Jeſus Chriſt to the con- 
dition of common Food. For altho on this Hypotheſis , the Bread is not 
the Body of the Son of God in propriety of Subſtance , yet is it his Body in 
luch a manner , that ſeems to exempt it from the quality of other Food ; 
whieh is ſufficient to occaſion Humnbert's Reproach, and render ineffeCtual all 


theſc little Subtilities of Mr, nad. 
Ireplicd, 


_— 
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I replied , in my Anſwer to the Perpetuity , that this Diſpute of Humbert Anſwer tothe 


and Vicetas furniſhed us wherewith ro ſhew that, the Greeks did not believe 
the Tranſubſtantiation of the Zatins, foralmuch as Vicetas maintains there- 
in that,the Fuchari#t breaks our Faſt. ; which ſuppoſes it conſerves its firſt na- 
ture of corporeal Aliment, and that, he believed it deſcends intothe Stomach 
like other Food , which moreover ſhews , he held it till for real Bread: 1 
ſtrengthened this Propolition by the Teſtunony of Humbert , Algerss , and 
Cellor the Jeſuit. I added likewiſe that Durand Abbot of Zroarz , tells us, 
that thoſe heretofore called Stercoraniſts were the Berensarians , which is to 
ſay, thoſe held the Bread keeps its firſt oature, and I confirmed my Proof by 
ſeveral weighty Conſiderations, as that it was not to be imagined men that 
were Chriſtians would expole the proper Subſtance of the Son of God to 
theſe Accidents of Corporeal Food , that this Opinion would be inconſiſtent 
with that State of Glory , wherein we all believe ic to be, as alſo with thar 
Sacramental State wherein 'tis made to be in the Euchariſt. 


MR. frnend finding he could fiot eſtabliſh his own Proof, applies him- 
ſelf to the {ny of mine, and immediately making uſe of his Priviledge, 
he ſingles out what he pleaſes, and leaves thereft. He takes no notice of 
Cellvs the Jeſuit's Teſtimony , ,for what reaſon he beſt knows. He paſſes 0- 
ver in ſilence what I faid touching the State of Glory , wherein the Son of 
God now is, and fo likewiſe what Imeationed concerning his Sacramental 
State. And from the remaining part of my Proof he is pleaſed to make 
this Argument. Z7he Greeks are Stercoraniſts according ro Humbert aud Al- 


ſecond Trea- 
tile. 


gerus. ZheStercoraniſts are Berengarians according to Durand, The Greeks oy _ 
then are Berengarians- But ſceing my Proof is to be modelled, I crave leave ** 77" 


to take it out of his hands, and ſtate it my ſelf. * Obſerve here then how 1 
reaſoned. Thoſe that believe the Euchariſt breaks our Faſt, and give cauſe 
to charge them with Stercoraniſms, hold the Subitance of Bread remains. But 
the Greeks believe the Euchariſt breaks our Faſt, and yield occaſion to accuſe 
them of Srercoraniſm. They hold then the Subſtance of Bread remains. And 
thus do Ireafon ; but by misfortune Mr. 47444 can neither deny the major, 
minor, nor Concluſion of this Argument. He was conftrained therefore to 
new mould it, and then knew not how to give it a dire& Anſwer. 


TT is true, ſay's he, that Humbert charges Nicetas with believing the Body 11% 
of Chriſt was Gefen; but this is only as « Conſequence of what he offered, togch- 
ing the Euchariſt's breaking our Faſt, and not «5 4 Dottrine which he expreſly aſ- 
ſerted. It is all one tame whether he attributes to him this Opinion , eithet 
as a Doctrine or a Conſequence , cither of '*em being ſufficient to eftabliſh 
the folidity of my Proof. Mr. 4rnaed may diſpute this Point with Cele or 
Alzerus, \t not lying upon me to prove it. When it ſhould be true this Com- 
{equence were not well drawn from the Principle which \Vicerss lays down 
from the part of the Greeks , and that the Greeks might reply thapeurito, 
there would be till enough ia the Principle it ſelf , romake my Conclufion 
jalt and necefſary. For thoſe that abſolutely and fincerely believe the Zuchs- 
riſt breaks our Faſt, cannot but likewiſe believe that it nouriſhes after the 
manner of Food , whichis to ſay , that it diſtributes it ſelf through all the 
parts of our. Body, being added to our Subſtance, and conſequently that *tis 
{till real Bread. And it will be to no purpole to ſay,the Greeks might believe, 


That the troubleſomeneſs of faſting is effecFually eaſed thereby , and that we are re- 1bil pag.155- 


ally nouriſhed, not with the Body of Elriſh , but by ſome other means knoww on!y to 
Goa, 
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God. For there being in the Zchariſt only the Subſtance and Accidents, 
thoſe that believe 'ris in Subſtance the proper Body of Chriſt, and yet affirm 

it nouriſhes, mult attribute this nouriſhment either to the Body of Chriſt, or 

to the Accidents. As to the Body of Chriſt , it is abſurd ro affirm that a 

Subſtance which exiſts after the manner of an inviſible and inſenſible Spirit, 

can nouriſh our Bodies, that is to ſay, augment the Subſtance of them. Ang 

as to the Accidents , beſides the abſurdity there is in ſuppoſing Accidents a. 

lone nouriſh us, the Greeks know not what belongs to the exiſtence of Acci. 

dents without a Subje& , which Mr. Arnaud himlelf grants , when he ſay's, 

they trouble not themſelves with theſe Phyloſophical Conſequences. To 

affirm likewiſe, as Mr. Arnaud does, that the Greeks, 'perhaps only aſſerted the 

Euchariſt broke our Faſt, becauſe they believed the Oblation of the rn, did 
not belong to the Fat , and that they were permitted to eat after they had commu- 
nicated , is a mere Evaſion , which plainly denotes Mr. Arnaud's perplexity. 
For the Greeks accuſe the Zatins, not fortheir eating ſo ſoon after the Com- 
munion in Lent, for this Accuſation would be falſe and {landerous , ſeeing 

they know the contrary. But he accules them in that they break their Faſt, 

by receiving the Zuchariſft. YHhence heave you this Cuſtom, lay's Nitetas, to ce- 
lebrate the Oblation of the Paſchal Maff every day, even on the _ days of faſt- 
ing , as well ason Saturday and Sunday ? Fhat Dottors thus taught you ? Fre 
they the Apoſtles? No; For the Apoſtles made @ Canon, to this effe, that if «- 
zy Biſhop, Prieſt, Deacon, Reader, or Chanter, that is in health, fafts not, on the 
Fridays and Saturdays in Lent, he ought to be degraded; Seeing then you celebrate 
Maff at nine of the Clock; which is the hont in which the Satyifice is to be offered, 
how then keep you the Faſt till three in the Afternoon, breaking it as you do, in the 
time of the Adminiſtration? 7ou-do not at all obſerve it , and therefore you are 
_ It is plainly ſeen here the matter concerns the reception of the 
Euchari#t,and that he means it breaks the Faſt, for he ſay's they break it , i» 
tempore miniftrationis Miſſe. Where then has Mr. rad found this Eva- 
ſion, that the Greeks ſay the Fucharift breaks the Faſt, only becauſe they be- 
lieve, the Oblation of the Sacrifice does not belong to the Faſt, and that it was 
lawful to eat after the participation of the Communion ? Zhis is, ſay's he, the 
conjeffure of awvery Learned man , who has taken the pains to read over this Trea- 
tiſe. Is Mr. Arnasd fo tired with his Work, and histime ſo mightily taken 
up, that he cannot afford one half hour for the reading this Treatife himſelf, 
for it requires no more ? Theſe Anonymous Learned men do often deceive 
us with their ConjeCQtures, and when a Perſon makes a Book which he deſigns 
to render famous throughout all Zurope , in ſending it to all the Courts in 

Chriſtendom , it is abſolutely requiſite , not totruſt all ſorts of People. He 

ſay's in his Epiſtle Dedicatory to the Pope, that his Friends have laboured 

with him. In the Twelfth Book he gives us a Diſſertation of a Religious 

man of Saint Gerevieve on Fobx Sot's Caſe, and that of Bertraw. More- 

over, he tells us, he has deſired ſome Perſons to tranſlate for him , that Paſ- 

ſage of Herbert's , about which we have made ſuch a noiſe , here he 

gives us the conjeRtare of an Anonymous. I am afraid ſome indiſcreet Per- 

on or ather will judge hereupon,that Mr. 4rn4»d's whole Book is made up 

only of incoherent Fragments. As for my part I do not thus judge,but 1 wiſh 

Mr. Arnaud had reQtified and digeſted himſelf , what others have furniſhed 

him with, and not been like the Sea in this particalar, which receiving into 

nd cron all the Waters of Rivers, communicates only tothem its bryni- 
neſs. 


HUMBERT never thought of giving any of theſe Sences , = the 
Pallage 
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Paſſage propoſed to us out of Wicetss. He never imagined that the Greets 
believed the Communion breaks the Faſt, cither becauſe rhey were permitted 
to eat immediately after, or becauſe our Bodies receive the lame impreſſions; 
and the ſame ſtrength by receiving of the Euchariſt, as by any other com- 
mon Food. But he only under{tood they taught that the £xchari/? does re- 
ally nouriſh us, in the ſame manner, as other Food, which changes it ſelf into 
our Subſtance, and 'ris thereupon that he grounded his charge ot Sercoraniſm. 
Do Mr. Arnaud and his Anonymouſles , know better now in Paris the true 
meaning of Nicetes,than Flumbert who lived inthat time, and wasat Conſtax- 
tinople with this Religious , Leo the Ninth, having affirmed the Zatins haye 
the ſame Faith as the Greeks ? Mr. Arnaud thereupon takes occaſion to in+ 


ſult over me, and tells me, he will be judged by my ſelf, /hether *tis likely £3*.rcap.sy 
Leo that lived among ſt the Greeks , did not know better than 7 their Opinion, #3 +": 


who now come ſix hundred years after , aſſuring the I/orld upon my own bare word 
of the contrary , without any Proof or Teſtimony. And ten or twelve Pages 
4 d, he would perſwade us, that Zunbert, who was Contemporary with 
Nieetss, and in the ſame City with him, did not well comprehend VVicetas 
his meaning ; agd that himſelf, Mr. 4rzasd,. and Mr. his Anonymous under- 
ſtand it better than Fumberr, Whence comes this partiality ? 


BUT, ſay's he , Nicetas aſſerts 7ranſubſtantiation , 4s fully as Humbert £5.2.c2p.6; 
could do, Which we muſt examine. Zhoſe , ſay's Wicetas , who walk in the £5 


Light , eat the Bread of Grace, which is the Body of Chriſt ; and drink his ine- 
mraculate Blood. In the Bread,lay's he, morcover, that 1s to ſay, in our Sevi- 
ours Pp there are three living things , which give life to theſe that eat 
worthily thereof, to wit, the Spirit, the Hater and Blood, according to that ſaying, 
there are three that bear witneſs , and theſe three are in one; He proves the H/& 
ter and Blood are inour Sauiours Body , by the Hater and Blood which guſhed 
thence in bis Crucifixion , and as tothe Spirit , _—_ bere what he ſay's , The 
Holy and living Spirit remains in his inlruening Fleſh ; and we eat thi Fleſb in 
the Bread which is changed by his Holy Spirit,and made the Body of Feſms Chriſt, 
He live in him by eating his living and deified Fleſb. Could Nicetas,edds My. 
Arnaud, » oF up; 4 ſbew his Opinion touching the Euchariſt , and more poſt- 


tively exclude My. Claude's vain Conjeftures ? 


AND this is that which in the Style of Mr. 4rnaud is preciſe and poſe 
tive. Ianſwer, that by the Bread of Grace, Wicetas means the Bread of the 
New Teſtament, in oppoſition to the Azyme of the Law , and that his Sence 
is , that this Bread is the Myſtical Body of Jeſus Chriſt, which the Azyme 
cannot be , which he proves. 1. Becauſe the Azyme is not Bread till it re- 
ceiyes the perfeQtion of Leaven. 2. Becauſe the Azyme is a dead thing 
having no ialivening virtue in it ; whereas the leavened Bread has Leavegn, 
which is to it as it were Life and Soul ; whence ſie concludes tis proper to 
become the Myſtery of the Body of Chriſt, ſeeing there is in this Body three 
living things, the Spirit, the Water, and Blood, the Water and Blood, becauſe 
they run down from his pierced ſide, and the Spirit ; becauſe his Fleſh was 
ever joyned to his Divinity. Whence he inferrs , 'tis in the Bread ; and 
not in the Azyme we eat this Fleſh , and that the Bread being changed 
by the Holy Spirit, and made Chriſt's Body , we live in him , by cat- 
ing his living and deified Fleſh. And this is Vicetas his reaſoning, which 
[ confels is 2 little odd, but howloever, "tis as I relate it, as plainly 
appears to him that reads his Writings, his drift being only to fhew, that the 
Azyme having nothing in it repreſenting the Life , which is in Jefius Chriſt, 
it 


«5 
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it cannot therefore be uſed for the Myſtexy of his Body. He Himſelf £x- 
plains his own meaning in theſe Terms , Sant Peter, fay's he , zells us rhat we 
are Partakers of 4 Divine Nature, and not of th: Azyme of the Murtherer, of 
God. Now what man indued with Reaſon will call the dead Azyme, or the u;. 
leavened Bread of the Fems; a Divine Nature ? and yet you offer it to God iy 
Sacrifice, and eat it as a Figure of the living Fleſh of Feſus ChriffP. How hays 
y0u Communion with Feſrs Chriſt, who ts the living God ? eating dead and vy. 
leavened Bread, which appertains tothe ſhadow of the Law , and not the Wew T.. 
ftament. If we compare what he ſay's touching the Azyme , tg what «he 


1ay's afterwards concerning the Leavened Bread, we ſhall find his aim is only 


to ſhew , that one is not proper to repreſent the living Body of Jeſus Chri(t, 


- and to become the Figure and Repreſentation of it, th'other onthe contrary 


ro be moſt proper. 1. Becauſe *tis Bread, which th'other is nor. © 2. Be- 
cauſe *tis in fome ſort living , whereas th'other is dead. 3. Becauſt it re- 
ſpets Grace, and the New Teſtament, whereas the"other refpeAts the Zens, 
and Shadow of the Law , there is not one word in alt thts that favours Tran- 
ſubſtantiation. It appears on the contrary , that he rakes for one and rhe 
fame thing,zobe a Partaker of the Divine Naturehave Communion with Chriſt i; 
the Euchariſt,ad to eat the Bread as a Figure of the living Fleſh of Feſus Chriff, 


BU T we have had enough of this Illuſion, let us then paſson to the nine- 
teenth, which conſiſts in alledging the Teſtimony of Zanfranc , whereby tg 
proveto us the Greeks believe Tranſubſtantiation. bat can, (ſay's he,) Mr. 
Claude ſay to this Hitnefi, who ſo clearly affirms the Greeks were of the ſame 
Belief as the Church of Rome in the Myſtery of the Euchariſt © I may truly 
fay, that Zanfranc looking upon Berengarius his Aﬀair as a cauſe wherein his 
own credit was concerned ; and reſolving therefore to vanquiſh at any rate, 
he was interreſſed to ſuppoſe , that all the World was on his fide, and that 
therefore his prejudice invalidates his Teſtimony. I may alſoaffirm Mr. 4+: 
nand's word ſignifies nothing without Proof, altho it may be as well taken 
as Lanfranc's. I can ſhew that Zanfranc does not ſcruple to offer us a Fabu- 


/ lous Hiſtory (touching what paſſed in Cyrillus of Hexanaria's time, and Pope 


Ceteftin's) and to'make thereof a good Proof. Whether through 1lgnorarice 
or want of Sincerity, Iknow not, but ſure I am we have little reaſon to rulf 
that man's Teſtimony , who has ſo grosſly deceived us. He was, fay's Mr. 
Arnaud, an Italian by Nation, where there was a great many Greeks. 7talycer- 
tainly would be a very happy Country, if it produced none but faithful Wit- 
neſſes. Had Zanfranc in effeR taken care to inform himſelf by the Greeks 
which were there, what was their Belief touching the Subſtantial Converli- 
on, he would have told us ſo himſelf, and not left it to Mr. Arnaud's gueſſes. 
Tt appears, adds he, by his way of writing, "that he was a Perſon worthy of Credir. 
It appears by his Writings, that he was a paſſionate man, and extreamly car- 
ried away with vainglory , which are not the beſt marks of Sincerity. But 
after all this, I can tell Mr. Arnaud he is deceived in Zanfranc's own Teſtimo- 
ny. For Zanfranc only ſay's, that all Chriſtians do glory in receiving in the S:- 
erament the true Fleſh and Blood of Chriſt , which he took of the Virgin. That 
this is the Faith of the Greeks, Armenians, . and all the reft of the Chriſtian 
Horld. Which is grounded only on this expreſſion of the Greeks , which 
bears that the Bread is our Saviour's real Body ; and that ir muſt not be ſaid, 
he has two Bodies, bur one alone. Now we have already ſhewed what they 
mean by this expreſſion, namely, that the Bread becomes our Saviour's Body 
by way of Addition , as the Food we eat becomes our Body , which is very 


different from Tranſubſtantiation. 
| BUT 


Cyan, 11. the Belief of the Greek Church. 


Bu T, fay's Mr. Arnaud, the Silence of Berengarius and his Followers ſeents 
to me alſo very conſiderable. Tanſwer, this is another of his wilful mi- 
ſtakes. For firſt how can he aſſure us that Zerengarizs and thoſe of his Opi- 
nion, never aſſerted the Greeks did not believe the Converkon of Subſtances ? 
We have ſcarcely any of their Writings , we have no more of their Argu- 
ments and Anſwers, than what their Adverſaries have been pleaſed to give 
us. Itis rrue that Zenfranc ſay's, when they were offered ſeveral Paſſages out 
of the Holy Scriptures, and Saint Ayſtin's Works touching the State of the 
Church, they anſwered the Church had erred, and all its Members periſhed, 
except themſelves. But it does not hence follow , that they acknowledged 
the Greeks believed Tranſubſtantiation. They might ſay the Church had 
erred, and was periſhed from the Face of the Earth , meaning the Weſtern 
Church. They might ſay the ſame of the Eaſtern Church upon the account 


of other Errours beſides Tranſubſtantiation: And then again, who can al- * 


ſure us that Zanfrenc gives a faithful account of what they {aid touching this 
Subje&t? F 


IN the ſecond placel will grant that Berenzarius, and his Followers never 
racntioned the Greeks in their Diſputes. Can Mr. 4r»aud find it ſtrange, 
that People who were every where perſecuted , and afflicted , and had e- 
nough todo to preſerve themſelves, ſhould be, iggorant of the Doftrine of 
the Greeks? Berengarins, fay's he, was thrice at Rome, and had opportunity to 
inform himſelf, and we need not doubt but *twas one of his principal cares. Why 
not doubt of it? Becauſe Mr: 4rnaad ſay's ſo? Thoſe that are not bound to 
believe him on his own bare word, will ſtill doubt of it : For he is not infalli- 
ble, and Imy ſelf am one of thoſe that doubt of ir, till he proves it. 7he [n- 
tere#t of his Cauſe, adds he , ſpeaking of me, is ſo prevalent in him , that he 
may learn from the Fxperience of his own Sentiments, what were thoſe of his fol- 
lowers. 1 confeſs the Intereſt of my Cauſe is a thouſand times more dear to 
me than my life , and Mr. 4r»4u4 does me right here ; But yet *tis certain, 
that had I not the Book of the Perperuity to anſwer , I ſhould not much trou- 
ble my ſelf about the Opinion of the Greeks ; for the diſcovery of Truth, 
which ought to be the aim of us all, does not depend on what the Greeks do, 
or do not believe, and I ſhould eſteem my ſelf in a wy miſerable condition, 
had my Faith and Conſcience no better Grounds than ſucha pitiful Principle. 


BERENG AR TITUS had the Wordof God, which was — they 
need no other Weapons to defend themſelves that have this. But ſuppoſing 
his curiofity had moved him to inquire after the Sentiments of the Greeks, I 
know not whether he was in a capacity to ſatisfic himſelf. For as far as I un- 
derſtand, he was a Perſon that gave all he had tothe Poor. Ino where find 
he was one of thoſe that had great mens purſes at command. And living as 
he did in the Eleventh Century, wherein there were no other Books than 
what were Manuſcripts (the Art of Printing not being then found out} nei- 
ther I ſuppoſe ſo free a Commerce betwixt Conſtantinople and Angers, as at 
preſent ; and having moreover neither Conſuls nor Emiffaries his Friends 
to help him in that Country , he may be well excuſed if he did not exatly 
know their DoQrine. 


BUT infine, ſuppoſing , Berengarius and his Followers, were not igno- 
rant of the true Opinion of the Greek Church, where lies the neceſſity, that 
they ought ro make this an Argument whereby todefend themſelyes, ſeeing 
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was never yet pretended that the Opinion of the Greeks was the ſame with 


that of Berengarius. 


CHA Þ. III. 


Mr. Arnaud's 'T'wenty firſt Illuſion, is, bis charging me with maintaining 
the Greeks never knew the Latins believed Tranſubſtantiation. Hig 
Twenty ſecond,conſifts in offering the Formulary of the Re-wnion propoſed 
to the Greeks by the Latins: Twenty third , in that be produces the 
Paſſages of Latiniz'd Greeks, Twenty fourth, in alledging ſuppoſed 
Authors, or at leaſt doubtful and juſtly ſufþefed ones. The Twenty 
fifth, is bis producing the Teſtimonies of ſeveral falſe Greeks link't to 
the Intereſts of the Latine Church. 


Illuſions I already obſerved (as it was very reaſonable he ſhould) 
he would haye ſuppreſſed ſeveral whole Chapters, and abridged 
others, and by this means,we. ſhould not have had ſuch juſt cauſe 
to complainof his Pon And we ſhould have had yer lefs, had he been 
ed to retrench all that he has written to prove , the Greeks could not be 
i12norant of the DoQrine of the Zatins, in reference to Tranſubſtantiation, 
This is the moſt reaſonable thing in the World, for his charging me with at- 
tributing to them this ignorance, and the whole Sequel of his Hiſtories, Ar- 
guments, and RefleQions, whereby to ſhew the abſurdity of this Suppoſition, 
all this 1 fay is but a meer Illuſion. I never pretended the Greeks knew not 
what the Zatins held on this Article ; and he that ſhall read with a little 
more Equity than Mr. Arnaud has done, what I wrote in my Anſwer to the 
Perpetuity , will find , that I have been ſo far from aflerting this Propoſition, 
that I have on the contrary , in ſeveral places, ſuppoſed they knew it. The 
Author of the Perpetzity having told me the Greeks and Zatzns lived together 
in ſeveral places , and yet 'twas never known , there was any Diſpute raiſed 
amongſt them on this Point ; I anſwered, that the Greeks content themſelves 
with their own Belief without making it 4 matter of conteſt with Strangers. Now 
this Anſwer ſuppoles, that they are not ignorant of what the Zatins hold, I 
likewiſe mentioned upoa this account a Paſſage of Phebadixs , who tells us, 
that an humble Conſcience contents it ſelf with keeping its own Opinion, and ſup- 
poſes tis better to preſerve its own Faith , than to trouble it Ta with examining 
the Belief of Strangers, which allo ſuppoſes they knew the Opinion of the Ro- 
man Church, but did not trouble themſelves about it. This Author alledging 
afterwards the Re-union of the two Churches made in the Council of #- 
rence, Texpresſly acknowledged, that the Greeks ſeem, to have tacitly [ufferes 
the Tranſubſtaxtiationof the Latins, which does (ti!l moreover ſuppoſe, they 
Were not ignorant of it, for men are not ignorant of what they rolerate. 
The ſame Author producing the Anſwer of the Greeks of Y-zice, to the Car: 


dinal de Grife's Queſtions ; I ſaid , that *twas au 4nſwer contrived on purpoſe 
hut 


H A D Mr. Arnaxd left out of his Diſpute, touching the Greeks, "the 


Cn AP, | T "i : the Belief of the Greek Church, 


the Doftrine of the Zatins. 


W HAT could then induce Mr. 4r2a«d tocharge me with a thing I ne- 
yer ſo much as imagined, and the contrary of which appears throughout all 


not to provoke Strangers ;, ever luppoſing, as 'tis evident,that they well knew 


the Sequel of my Diſcourſe ? The Author of the Perperuity, told us , that Perperniry of 
Breerwood , who wrote 4 Book touching the diverſity of Religions ; and exactly *** Faith, 3. 


denotes all things in which he pretenas they differ from the Church of Rome , yet 
dared not affirm, the Greek Church differed from the Latine in the Point of Tran- 
ſubttantiation. That he neither does pretend it of the Aſſyrians, 'or Melchites, 


ws part. Cap, a, 


Neſtorians, Jacobites, Eutychites, Copticks, Egyptians, zor Abyſſins, but on- Anſyerto +, 
ly Armenians. Theſe are his Words, and this my Anſwer, 4s to other Treat.z patt. 


Churches , the Author of the Perpetuity __ only the Silence of Breerwood, 
in a Treatiſe he wrote of Religions , wherein he does not obſerve, that either the 
Greeks, Aſſyrians, Melchites, Neſtorians, Jacobites, Eutychites, Copticks, E- 
gyptians, mor Abyſlins, dc differ from the Dottrine of the Church of Rome, is 
' Point of Tranſubſtantiation. But certainly ow Author is very bare of 
Proofs, that he muſt have recourſe tothe Silence of 4 man that tranſiently obſerves 
the moit noted Differentes of Religions, contenting himſelf with ſaying , what 
Points ſuch a People hold, or poſuttvely rejedh, without proceeding to things which 
they do not believe by way of Negation, as not having heard of them. 


THESE laſt Words , as not having heard of them , have it ſeems given 
occaſion to all this coyl. But firſt, Mr. 4rn4«d may conſider, if he pleaſes, 
that my Anſwer refers to other Communions , which are called Schiſmaticks, 
and that the Greeks are mentioned only accidentally and occaſionally. Which 
appears from my own Expreſſions , for having ſeperately handled what con- 
cerns the Greeks, paſſing to another SubjeQ, I immediately add ; 4s to what 
concerns People of other Communions , the Author alledges to ws only , Cc. 
Whence it isevident, that my intention reſpeQs only thoſe other Communi- 
ons , that I name the Greeks only , becauſe they are comprehended amongft 
the reſt in the Author of the Perpetuitie's ObjeQion ; but yet my Anſwer 
primarily reſpe&s only the other People. If it be faid , that the ObjeQion 
including the Greeks amongſt the reſt, my Anſwer muſt include them allo ; 
that in effeR it is general, and that otherwiſe I ſhould have left the Obje&tion 
relating to the Greeks, without an Anſwer. Ireply to this, that my Anſwer 
cannot be extended beyond the other Schiſmatical Communions, to the pre- 
judice of my own expreſſions, which reſtrain and determinate it. A-man 
would think People might be ſo juſt, as not to- charge Perſons with thoſe 
things which are contrary to their exprels Declarations. Mr. Arnaud might 
accuſe me for leaving the ObjeAion drawn from the Silence of Breerwood, in 
relation to the Greets withoutan Anſwer. He might have brought it again 
into the Diſpute, if he would,but he could not apply my Words to the Greeks, 
ſceing I mentioned them in reference to the other Communions , in oppoſition 
ro the Greeks, of whom | came.from treating. What 1 ſaid before, and 
what I faid even there tonching the other Communions , ſufficieatly ſhewed 
what might be anſwered in this reſpe& to the ObjeQtion taken out of Breer- 
wood, it not being neceſſary to make thereof a particular Article, nor to com- 
prehend them amongſt the reſt. I confeſs the ſeace of my Anſwer in gene- 
ral may be extended as far as the Greets, in obſerving the differences of them 
with other People, but to apply them to even the very leaſt of. my Terms, 
and make the Worid believe that *twas of them 1 ſpake, is that which Juſtice 
and Equity cannot ſuffer, having poſitively faid, as I have done, that I fpake 
of other Communions. Ll 2 BUT 
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BUT ſuppoſing my Anſwer was to be underſtood of the Greeks them. 
ſelves ; could not Mr. Arnaud underſtand , that*l ſpake of People in general, 
and not of particular Perſons, and meant that the DoQtrine of Tranſub(tan: 
tiation has made no noiſe amongſt the People ; that their Paſtors , never 
propoſed it to 'em inorder to its being received by them , nor declaimed a. 
gainſt it, to make them rejeQt it ; and ina word, that they never made of it 
an Article of Faith, nor Controverlie. My Sence appears by the bare reading 
of my Anſwer. Breerwood, {aid 1, has only tranſiently obſerved the common 
differences of Relizions , contenting himſelf with telling us what People imbrace, 
or what they poſitively rejett, without proceeding to the things they do not believe 
by way of Negation, as not having heard =_ of them. It is clear I diſtinguiſh 
three ſorts of Points , ſome whictr theſe People profeſs poſitively to believe, 
others which they profeſs likewiſe pofitively to reje&, and the third which 
they do not believe, or expreſly reje. *Tis in this third Rank, T put Tran- 
ſubſtantiation in reſpeQ& of them- They never heard of it, as a Point they 
ought to believe, or an Errour they ought poſitively to reject. They meet 
not with it either amongſt the Articles their Religion teaches, nor amongſt 
thoſe which it oppoſes, and exprefly condemns. And this is what Icall in 


. reſpeCt of this People, the not believing a thing by way of Negation, as not 


having heard ſpeak of it. I ought not for this to be charged with an abſo- 
lute denial, that the Greeks never heard the Zatizs believed Tranſubſtantia- 
tion, for there is a great deal of difference betwixt theſe two things. I ſpeak 
of People in general, and not of particular Perſons, and I ſpeak moreover 
of Points which are not found either amongſt the Articles,which are to be be- 
lieved, nor amongſt thoſe that are aQually to be rejected; and n8t of thoſe 
jag ag IIG we may be hiſtorically informed that other People hold 
them, 


LET any man judge then of Mr. Hr2«ud's CharaQter, and with what 
kind of Perlon I am concerned. Beſides what I come from obſerving , we 
ſhall immediately ſee how he abuſes what I ſaid , touching the Halcyon days 
of the Church. He catches at the leaſt expreſſions, and if he can turn any 
of *em into a counter ſence, he makes thereof a matter of Triumph. This 
proceeding ſeems wholly unworthy a Perſon of his Reputation. Had he 
deſigned to-inrich himſelf with the Spoyls of Allatins and Raynaldas , and to 
tranſcribe as he has done their Hiſtories , could not he find a juſter occaſion 
than this to introduce them into his Volum ? Or if he could find no better, 
muſt the love he has to Stories , and the pleaſure he takes in impoſing on us, 
prevail over his Conſcience , which forbids him to charge me with a fall 
meaning,with a Sence (as is apparent) I never had, and which has no relation 
to the Sequel of my Diſcourle. 


. AND yet'tisonno better Grounds than theſe , that he makes me draw 
Syſtems and build Machines; that he makes general Diviſions of the World, 
aſſembles Councils, ſends out Ambaſſadours, tranſports Armies, fills Jere- 
lem with Pilgrims, preaches Croiſado's, and conquers the Holy Land , Con 
ſtantinople and the.Grecian Empire ; that he fills the Eaſt with Biſhops , Ab- 
bots, Religious, and Latin TInquiſitorsz that he introduces Princes, Kings, Em- 
. perours, and Popes, and ſets on foot Negotiations, makes Treaties of Peace, 
and Re-union between the two Churches ; and all this tro prove the Greeks 
were net ignorant the Zatins held Tranſubſtantiation , which is to ſay , to 
prove a'thing1 never denied.' Who could think that all this coſtly and __ 
| y 
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I would have told him I never intended to deny , but *ris poſſible the 
Greeks knew what was the Opinion of the Zatins concerning the Subſtantial 
Converſion. Bur withal , that ſince the Eleventh Century to this-preſear, 
this Nation has been ſo prodigiouſly 1gnorant and careleſs in matters of Re- 
ligion , and ſo perplexed with their Temporal Afﬀairs, that *twould beno 
Paradox to affirm the greateſt part amongſt them knew little of what the 
{atins believe in this particular , ſeeing 'tis certain they ſcarcely know what 
they believe themſelves. That which I aſſerted in the beginning of this Con+ 
troverſie touching their ignorance , confirms what I ſay, But obſerve here 


Ww 
Separation, wherein Greece was the Mother of all Arts and Sciences. He after- 
wards relates a Paſſage taken out of Bozias , in theſe Words, Since the Six- 

teenth Century, when the Greek Church began to ſeparate from us, there is ſearce- 
ly any Perſon been found amont ſt them, excelling in any Science : *Tuc certain Gre- 

gory relates, that in the Emperonr Androtiicus his time (which is abowt 256 

years ſince) there was not « Perſon in all Greece that was able to diſÞute with our 

People about Religion ;, and now there is not one that canbe truly ſaid to be in- 

diffrently learned... If any amongit them deſire to learn any thing | they waſt 

leave Conſtantinople , and come to the Colledge at Rome , which Gregory the 
Thirteenth built for the Greeks. All the Biſhops amongſt them are take; out of 
the Order of Monks, who have a Law amongſt them to this effets , thut all thoſe 
that ſtudy Philoſophy (hall be excommunicated , 4s teitifies Belon ins the firſt Book 
of bis Obſervations. Now there is nothing more 'uſeful to men for the finding 
of the Truth than ſolid Philoſophy. And therefore, the Dewil to keep: the Greeks 
in this tqnoramce, has ſs ordered it, that the Biſhops are ſtill elefied from among [# 
the Monks, and that moreover the Monks ſhould lay this neceſſity #pon thens- 
ſelves of being ignorant. | 


'TIS likely Perſons in theſe Circumſtances do not trouble themſelves 
with Inquiries into the Opinions of the Zatins touching the Myfſtery,gf the 
Euchariſt ; and in effe& amongſt all thoſe that have written: lince the Ele- 
venth Century to this preſent, (excepting the Latinizing Greeks) there will 
be found very few that mention the Beliet of the Roman Church, .xouching 
the Converſion of Subſtances , which ſhews that they are not welligſtruted 


in it, | 


YE T do not Ibelieve this ignorance has been ſo Univerlal,but that there 
have been ſome from time-to time, who ſufficiently. underſtood the Opinion 
of the Zxtins, and eſpecially thoſe that have had moſt Commerce with chem ; 
as for inſtance, ſuch as negotiated the Re-unions , thoſe that conferred with 
the Emillaries , and were Aſſeſſors at the Council of Florence , and ſuch as 
were torced to live under the Juriſdiction of Latine Biſhops. - Mr. Soo 

needs 


moreover what 7 homas 4 Feſu has written, The Greeks, fay's he, ſince their 7 penny Fe 


p_—_ from the Catholick Church , are faln into.4 moſt deſperate ignorance, amn. gent. lib, 
ich will more plainly appear, if we caſt our ejes on the Ages which preceded the 6.cap.;. 
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Lib.z.cap.3. 
Pay 275+ 


Bid .pag 277. 


needed not trouble himſelf with proving this, for*tis a thing we grant him, 


S O that hereare already ſeveral of Mr. Arnaud's IlllMions , and yet we 
are not atrhe end of all thoſe he has impoſed on us, touching this lingle 
Article of the Greeks. : 


W E may moreover reckon into. this number the perpetual Quotation of 
this Form of a Re-union, which was ſfooften offered to the Greeks, and which: 
the Greeks have ſometimes received when they were at accord with the La. 
tine Church. He tells us, that the Zmperour Michael Paleologus his Deputies 
being arrived at the Council of Lyons, preſented the Zmperonrs Zetters to the 
Pope, containing in _ Terms the Confeſſion of Faith , which was [ent they; 
by Clement the Fourth,and Gregory the Tenth, wherein Tranſubſtantiation isex. 
presfly inſerted in theſe Terms. Sacramentum Euchariſte ex Azymo conficit Ry. 
mans Eccleſia , tewens & docens quod inipſo Sacramento, Panis vere tranſubſtuy. 
tiatur in Corpus, & Finum in Sanguinem Domini Feſ« Chriſti. He adds , that 
this Profeſſion of Faith was ſworn to on the Fmperoar's part by George Acr: 
politus, 4nd that the Zegate of the Council of the Greeks preſented likewiſe a Lit: 
ter to the Pope, as from the Metropolitain of Epheſus, and thirty Greek Biſhops, 
and that he "1b in their name, ofter the ſame manner the Ambaſſador had done 
to imbrace intirely the forementioned Confeſſion of Faith, wherein Tranſubitanti- 
ation was expreſſed. He tells us moreover, that in the Confeſſion of Faith, whicl 
John Veccus inſerted in his Letters afwell in his own Name,as in the \ame of the 
Greek Biſhops,that Tranſubſtantiation was expresſly contained in it altho occaſionally 
upon account of the Azymes ; credentes & wos ipſum Azymum panem in ipſo Sxcro 
Officis Euchariſte verttr anſubſtantiari in Corpus Domini noſtrt Feſu Chriſti, Fi. 
num in Sanguinem ejus per Sanitiſſimi Spiritus Virtntem & Operationem. That 
they likewiſe do believe the unlexvened Bread is tranſubſtentiated into the Body of 
Chrift. He afterwards obſerves, this Confeſſion of the Greek Biſhops was u9t ex- 
preſſed in the ſame Terms, as that which was ſent thence by Clement the Fourth, 
and Gregoty the Tenth; but that this difference has no after effec in reſpett of 
the Article of the Azymes, and that of Tranſubſtantiation, but that "tis expreſſed 
more plainly than in the Confeſſion of Faith compiled by Clement. 


SO that if we will believe Mr. Arnaud, we have here Tranſubſtantiation 
formally received and acknowledged by the Greek Church. But all this is 
but a meer Deluſion. This Confeſſion of Faith in the Latin of Raynoldus, 
from whom Mr. 4-zasd has borrowed whatſoever he has alledged concern- 
ing it, bas indeed theſe Words, Panis vere Tranſubitantiatur in Corpus, Vi- 


Allat. dcPerp. wuns in a. rn but asI alreay obſerved, in the Greek which Alatins cites 


Concil.lib_ 2. 
8ap.17, 


touching the Re-union of the Emperour Zobn Pakologns, there are theſe 
Words, '© «f{@- «A199; waxed ds Copa, t, 0 dvgG- © vux mh 
avgls - wuey ' Inc5 Xeivs , The Bread is really changed into the Body, and the 
Hine into the Blood of our Lord Feſus Chriſt. Changed, is not tranſubſtantiated. 1 
have already ſhown there is a great deal of difference between thele two 
Terms. The Greeks hold that the Bread is changed into the Body , which is 
not the Poiat in queſtion ; but whether they believe 'tis tranſubſtantiated. 
Mr. Armand was not ignorant of the difference between the Latine and Greck 
Copy of this Confefſind of Faith , for he has taken notice of it himſelf clſc- 
where upon'the SubjeQ of the Re-union of the Emperour Zohn Paleologus, 
and has no better defence for it , than ſaying , that the wermeamimni of che 
Greeks, 'and the 7ranſubſtentiatur of the Zatins are Synonimous Terms. 
Why did he not mention this difference in this place, and wherefore _— by 

RIM groundec 
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grounded his Proof on the Latin Expreſſions ? .Zhe Dattrine of Trauſubſtan- 
tration , fay's he, is expreyſly inſerted in this Confeſſan of Faith. 7 will ſbew 


Mr. Claude 7ranſubſtantiation ſolemnly p—_ the Greek Church iz the £i6.2.cap.z« 
ſame manner as men approve things they ever believed, and of which they have not PAS 627 3.C4P, 


the leaſt doubt. Anda little after. And thus 7 obliged my ſelf to (hew bins the * 


Dodtrine of Tranſubſtantiation ſigned and ſworn to by the Greeks. And this in- 
deed he does ſhew us, if we only conſider the Latin Text; but if we conſult 
the Greek , we ſhall find quite another thing, than what he pretends. We 
ſhall find indeed the Zatins do believe Tranſubſtantiation, and endeayour 
to infinuate it amongſt rhe Greeks ; but we ſhall likewiſe find that the Greeks 
depart not from their general expreſſions. For to tell us that wrmeaMila, 
and trenſub/tantiatur are Synonymous Terms, is what I deny, and have refuted 
already, and ſhall again refute 1n the following Diſcourſe. This whole Proof 
which Mr Arnaud has been ſoearneft upon , reduces itſelf toa thing which 
we do not-deny him, which is, that the Greeks hold the Bread is really c 
into the Body , and the Wine into the Blood. This Confeſſion of Faith in- 
forms us of no new thing , but that which I already acknowledged is to be 
found among(t the Greek Authours. Why then muſt this be made a matter 
of Triumph ? Ir remains ſtill to inquire whether they underſtand it of a 
change of Subſtance , which is our only Queſtion, Moreover Mr. Arnaud 
muſt not think to draw advantage from Zohnx Yeccus the Patriarch of Con- 
ſtantinople's Letter in that the Confeſſion of Faith contained therein is not 
expreſſed in the ſame Terms, as that ſent by Clement and Gregory, which was 
ſigned and ſworn toby the Emperours Ambaſſadour , and by the Greeks Les 
gatin the Council at Zyoxs , for it appears by reading this Letter, and com- 
paring it with the Formulary of Clement and Gregory, that in reſpeQof the 
Articles of Pennance, Purgatory , and the Sacraments , 'tis the lame thi 
and the ſame expreſſions , excepting ſome {light alterations which were ne- 
ceſfarily made, cither to make the Greek Church ſpeak in its own name, or 
to reſerve as they do the Cuſtom of Confirmation by the Priefts , or elſe 
moreover to apply to their leavened Bread, what is not ſaid in the other , but 
only of the Azyzze. But as to eſſential Terms, and thoſe thac reſpett the 
Do&rinal Part, they are abſolutely the ſame , and we mult make the ſame 


Judgment of them. 


W E may likewiſe juſtly rank amongſt the number of Mr. Arnaud's Illu- 
ſions the Teſtimonies of ſeveral latinizing Greets , wholeft their Religion to 


embrace the Roman, He cites — out of Zmanzel Calecas, concerning £. 3.cap.g. 


whom he ſay's himſelf, 7hat he was of the Order of Fryar Preachers, and wrote 

four Books againſt the Frrour of the Greeks touchine the Proceſſion of the Holy 
Ghoft. He quotes Cardinal Beſſarion , and one Gregory , who both of 'em 
wrote againit arc of Epheſus in favour of the Zatins to defend what paſſed 
ia the Council of Florence, He alledges ſeveral Paſſages out of Fobhn Pluſia- 
denus, Gennadius, Scholarins, and a certain Religious man named Filarion, all 
zealous Defenders of the ſame Council , all of *em openly engaged in the 
Defence and Propogation of the Roman Dofrines. Every man ſees that 
ſuch kind of Perſons as theſe are no more fit to decide our Queſtion, than 
Thomas Aquinas would be, or the 7rert Fathers, and that "tis not fair to briag 
in ſuch Perſons for Witneſſes in this Controverhie. 


MR. 4r2:ud will fay without doubt he has alledged them only , becaule 
they reproached not the Greeks with their not believing Tranſubſtantiation. 
But if he propaſed to himſelf no other advantage , it was not necellary = 

this 
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this tocite their Paſſages at length, as he has done, nor mark in great Cha. 
raQers the places wherein they aſſert tne —_— of Subſtance , to dazle the 
Reader's Eyes. It were ſufficient to rank thele Authors in general among(t 
the Zatins, and reduce the advantage he woulddraw from their Silence tothis 
negative Argument, which we will examine inthe ſequel of this Diſcourſe, 
which conſiſts in that the Zatins never accuſed the Greeks for their not be. 
lieving the ſubſtantial Converſion. But howſoever it were a juſt thing to [ay 
aſide all theſe Paſſages, as abſolutely fruitleſs and impertineat , and it there 
be any reflexion tobe made on their Silence , it ſhall be taken notice of in its 
proper place. | 


| NEITHER is it lefs juft to retrench from this Diſpute all doubtful 
Authors, which is to fay, ſuch concerning whom we have no aſſurance, whe- 
ther the Works attributed to them are theirs, nor indeed whether there were 
ever any ſuch Authors in the World. 1 put immediately in this Rank Samy 
245 the pretended Biſhop of Gaz4. Mr. Arnaxd beſtirs himſelf to prove con- 
trary to Mr. Aubertin's ConjeCture, that in the Thirteenth Century, which is 
to ſay, in the time wherein this Archbiſhop of Gazz is reckoned to have 
lived , there were Greek Biſhops in Paleſtine. But he does not undertake to 
ſhew that Samonas was of this number , nor that any Perſon ever mentioned 
him. There are, ſay's he, five hundred Treatiſes of the Fathers, which muſt be 
rejeited, if it were ſuficient to reſpelt them as Apochryphal, that they were not 
cited by others. His five hundred Treatiſes I grant ; but there are not five 
hundred Fathers of whom no body ever made mention , and which are not 
named by others. When a name of an Author is unknown to Authors that 
livedin the ſame Age, and thoſe that follow, this is certainly a ſufficient rea- 
ſon to make his Book ſuſpeted. Mr. 444d then needed not find it ſtrange, 
if we place his Saxzonas in this order , till fuch time as he has more clearly 
proved his Authority. Suppoſing Mr. Aber:iz was miſtaken in his Conje- 
Qure, and that there were indeed Greek Biſhops in Paleſtine, whea the Sar«- 
cexs poſſefſed it, this does not conclude that Semozas was of this number, nor 
that his Diſpute againſt Fehmer was real. Mr. Arnaud's Cuſtom is , that 
when he finds any trivial matter , alcho of never fo little importance to our 
Controverſie , to ſtickat it, and uſe his utmoſt skill thereon , to the end, 
that under the favour of theſe vain Triumphs , he may conceal his weakneſs 
in Matters of greater moment. Which 1s what he has done in this occa- 
ſion; for ſeeing he conld not give any colour to the Teſtimony of this Sams 
nas , he theretore falls upon Criticiling ; and heats himſelf to ſhew there 
were inthe Thirteenth Century Greek Biſhops in Paleftize, under the Empire 
of the Saracens , and by this pretence would obtrude on us this Paſſage of 
SAamonas, 

W E may likewiſe reckon amongſt this Rank of ſuſpeAed Authors, One 
Azapins, whom Mr. Arnaud fay's was a Monk of Mount Athos , from whom 
Mr. Arnand has taken ſome Paſſages. I believe his Colleions are true, and 
that he has faithfully tranſlated them. But what aſſurance have we this was 
not a counterfeit Author? Mr. fr»aud tells us, that he lately met with this 
Book written in Yulgar Greek. This accidental meeting does already diſgult 
me, as if *rwere meer chance that brought him acquainted with this Author. 
And yet we know well enough how careful thoſe of the Roman Chureh are, 
to gather up theſe kind of pieces that are favourable to them ; and which may 
ſerve them as well againſt the Greeks as Proteſtants , eſpecially ſuch as this, 


which expresſly denotes Chriſt's Subſtance under the Accidents and Appear- 
ances 
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ances of Bread and Wine. They could find nothing ſo emphatical in any 0- 
ther Author ; how then comes it to paſs they neglected this 42apins,and that 
in ſuch a manner,that,Mr. fr»aud whohas his Correlpondents every where; 
in /taly,Greece, Sweedland, Mcſcqvia,and Syria,yer ſhould light of this Book on- 
ly by Chance ? He tells us this Book, was perhaps wrote daring the time where- 
in Cyrillus wes Patriarch, for Cyrillus dyed but 3n the Tear 1638, and this Re- 
ligions's Book was Printed at Venice til 1641. If this beall that can be ſaid in 
this Matter, every one will judge this is not {ufficient to give Creditto a Book: 
The Printing Preſſes at /erice are no more iree from Fraud and Ficticn, thag 
thoſe of other Cities. 


Tam fiti pravique tenax quam nuncia veri. 


CYRILLUS his Conſeſſion,offended the Latins ſufficiently enough to Oblige 
them to Oppoſe againſt him a Teſtimony ſo Expreſs and Authennick as this 15, 
Being an Author, a Religious of Mount hos, of this Mount which accord- 
ing to Mr. Arnaud is the Seminary of Religious for the whole Faſt, and whole 
Faith he ſays, 7s that of all the Greek Churches, how then has it hapned they 


have ſo much ſlighted him, as not to produce him againſt Cyrilles: Caryophy- Apud Hebert 
lus wrote a Treatiſe on purpoſe to Refute this Patriarchs Confeffion ; but he in Archicrat, 


makes no mention therein of Apapins. Leo Allatins has outragiouſly uſed the 
ſame Patriarch in his Book, de Perpetua Conſenſione, and has not fail'd to de- 
ſcribe at length the Councils of Cyrillus de Berrhea, and Parthenias; but he 
mentions not a word of 4-4pins. The aforeſaid Alativs wrote a Book againſt 
Dr. Creygton, wherein he indeavours to prove the Greeks believe Tranſub- 
ſtantiation. He has made a ColleQtion of whatſoever fayours his Cauſe out of 
all Authors, whether Prints or Manuſcripts. Mr. 4r2aud knows it very well; 
ſceing*tis from thence he has taken his moſt ſpecious Arguments ; but he 
tells us not a Word of 4-apius, which makes me juſtly SuſpeQ,that *tis the 
Work of ſome Impofture : But be itas it will, *tis filly ro Triumph with it, 
till *ris proved Authentick. 


I N fine, to clear the Diſpute of all Impertinencies,and Illuſions with which 
Mr. 4rzaud has peſtered it, we muſt retrench the Teſtimonies of the falſe 
Greeks, that is to ſay of thoſe, who having bin brought up in Latin Semina- 
Ties, ( and being in their Hearts Romaniſts ) yet Live in the Communion of 
the Greek Schiſmatical Church, and even ſometimes Poſleſs the higheſt Dig- 


nities. Gerganus Biſhop of Arts in the Epiſtle before his Catechiſm complains 2 —_ 


very much againſt theſe ſort of People. He ſays they are ſecret Enemies, 
outwardly-ſcem to be Greeks, but are Latins in their Hearts, and Caryophi- 
{us that relates this Complaint of Gerganus, agrees in this Particular. We 
have already ſeen by Report of the Jeſuirs themſelves, that one of the chief- 
eſt Employs of the Miſhonaries in the Eaſtyis to gain privately the Biſhops and 
Prieſts, to make uſe of them upon Occaſion, or inſenſibly to infinnate the 
Romiſh Faith into the Minds of the Greek Youth, under Pretence of teach- 
ing them Languages and Philoſophy, that by this means they may fill by de- 
grees the Eccleſiaſtical Charges with their Creatures. We have already 
leeneven by the Teſtimony of Alatizs and 7homas aFeſu, that this is the Ad- 
vantage received from the Seminary at Rome, wherein Greek Children are 
brought up in the Opinions and Maxims of the Roman Church, and from 
whence they are ſent into their own Countries, to receive Orders from Schil- 
marical Biſhops, to the end they may be promoted to Biſhopricks by the 
Schiſmatical Patriarchs, and carry on the Latin Intereſt under this falſe Pre- 
M m rence. 


Reſuts, 


—— 
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tence. I do not pretend to decide here the Queſtion whether this way of Pro- 
ceeding be juſtifiable or not, this being not my Buſineſs: Let every Man 
judg thereof as he pleaſes. But I Afﬀtrm, 'its not poſſible for People to be 
more diſingenuouſly dealt with, than we are by Mr. Arava, in making uſe 
of the Teſtimony of theſe Perſons, whereby to decide the Queſtion between 
is. If this be his way of Confounding Minifters, and Triumphing at their De. 
feat, his ViRories indeed will be eaſy, but his Triumph neither Honourable 
nor Juſt : Is it not a disingenuous Artifice thus to make uſe ( as he hath done) 
of the Myſtery of the Miſſions and Seminaries to blind the World, imagining 
his indire& Dealing will ſcape being taken Notice of. 


AND thus does Mr. 4r-naxdgloriouſly retayl out to us the Teſtimony of Paz- 
fins Ligaridins together with the Letters of Mr. de Pompon: his Nephew. He 
firſt produces ſome Colle&ions out of him, Tranſlated into our Language, 
and in fine has Tranſlated his Treatiſe into Latin, and inferted it in his 1 274, 
Book. Would we know who this Pays Zigaridius is,oblerve what Mr. Pom- 
pone has writ of him in his Letter. He is a Greek, ſay's he, by Nation, and « 
Religious of the Order of St. Baſil : He was ſometime a Student at Rome and Pi- 
doua, amd being returned from thence to Conſtantinople, was made Archbiſhop 
of Gaza in Paleſtine. Mr. Pompone ſeemsto make this Acknowledgment with 
ſome kind of Conſtraint. /the rather tell you, ſay's he, whatſoever 7 know of this 
Archbiſhop, becaufe Tdo not doubt, but ſome Calviniſts here, have given notice of 
this Treatiſe to Mr. Claude, and informed him he ought to be Suſpetted, ſeeing he 
was Educated at Rome, and went out Doftor at Padoua, ſo that he way think his 
Teſtimony ouz ht to be rejetted, being brought up in our Religion. Should we 
not have known then of Mr. Pompore, what kind of Man this Archbiſhop was, 
were it not for that he feared ſome Calviniſts at Srockholm would give an Ac- 
count of him to C/xude the Miniſter? Alas, we are not beholding to him for 
his Account, for we can be informed elſewhere, by a Latiniz'd Greek at /e- 
ice, who goes under the Name of Signor Gradentgo ; obſerve what he late- 
ly Wrote concerning him. Payſius Ligaridius ſfuazed «4t Rome,axd when he left 
that City, was a Zealons Defendor of the Latins, but I heard ſince he has publick- 
ly abjured the Romiſh Religion, when made Metropolitain of Gaza. 


TO give the World a more particular CharaCter of this Perſon,and ſuch as 
are like him, it willnot be amiſs to relate at large this Abjuration menti- 
oned by Signor Gradenizo. Obſerve here then what Dr. Bazire an Engliſh 
Divine, ( whoſe Teſtimony I have already Cited ) wrote to me,who was pre- 
{ſent at ruſalem, when Payſius was made Archbiſhop of Gaza. 7» the 7ear 
1646, lay's he, during the Troubles in England, King Charles the firſt of Bleſſed - 
Memory, ſent me over from England to France, ts his Son then Prince of Wales, 
my now gracious Sovereign Charles the Second, whom God grant long to Reign. 
After an abode of two Years in France, Treſolved to make 4 long Voyage, and to 
viſit all Syria, Meſopotamia, «nd Paleſtine, which 7did in five Tears time. Be 
ing in the Zear 1652 at Jeruſalem in the Temple of the Sepulchre, tus noi To 
TO0Twv lovgics Wenty, 20 pray aud behold the Holy Places, in Imitation of that Alex- 
ander mentioned by Euſebius in the fixth Book of his Eecleſiaftical Hiftory, Pay- 
ſius Ligaridius, came to me from the Patriarch of OR, ( whoſe Name 

likewiſe was Payfius,) to preſent mewith a Cake, on which was deſcribed the whole 
Hiſtory of our Saviour from bis Annunciatiou to bis Aſcenſion, and in leaving mt, 
Invited me to be preſent on the Morrow at his Spiritual Marriage z theſe were h!s 
Expreſſions, meaning his Inſtallment into the Dignity of Metropolitain of Gaza. 
The next Day being the fourteenth of September 'twas performed, and 7mas pre- 
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ſent at the Ceremony. The Patriarch ſat upon his Throne, which was hung with 
rich Turky Carpets, and under bim fat the Metropolitains, and a little lower the 
Biſhops, Archimanarites, &c. JVhilf the Office was Celebrating, Ligaridius 
rehearſed 4 C onfeſſion of Faith, a Copy of which he afterwards gave me: Before 
his Conſecration, he twice or thrice, trampled under his Feet a Piture which repre- 
ſented a City ſcituated on ſeven Hills, with a two headed Eagle, ſoaring over it : 
The [tins there preſent were extreamly offended thereat, for they knew well e- 
nough this City repreſented Rome. After the Conſecration was ended, I with- 
drew into apublick Houſe of Entertainment in the City, where the Latins uſually 
reſorted, where being at Dinner, ſhared my Cake among ſt the Company, giving 
part of it to the Popes Vicar, the Gray Fryers and Prieſt that dined with us, who 
kindly accepted it. But when 7 would have done the like to the Laity there pre- 
ſent, they refuſed it with the greateſt Deteſtation, ſaying "twas the Cake of that 
Schiſmatick Ligaridius,who even vow trampled under his Feet the City and Church 
of Rome. After Dinner the Popes Vicar, who was a learned and honeſt Man, 
began a Diſcourſe with me touching the Invocation of Szints, and eſpecially of the 
Holy Virgin ; and as Twas about alledging to him a Paſſage out of St. Epipha- 
nus, Ligaridius came in and interrupted our Diſcourſe. He began immediately 
to deſire the Company not to be offended at what he had dene: his Excuſe was plea- 
ſant, for he told us he thought of nothing leſs than the City of Rome in this Ati- 
on, but by this Ceremony prattiſed in the Greek Charch, he meant the trampling 
under bis Feet the Vanities of the World repreſented by this City,and the renonnc- 
ing of them ; Tet this Excuſe was not well taken by the Vicar, who was a wiſer 
Man than to be content therewith. When he was gon, he told me that he was « 
wotorious Hypecrite, and received an Annual Penſion from the Pope, which he 
had paid him for ſeveral Tears,but he ſhould have it no longer for the future. And 
this is this Payſivs Ligaridius, of whom I ſhall ſay no more, but leave the 
Reader to judg of the Validity of ſuch a Mans Teſtimony, 


ANY Man may likewiſe judg of the Writings of a certain Moldevien Gen- 
tleman, called the Baron of Sparteris, whom Mr, 4rzaud Cites together with 
Mr. Pompone his Nephews Letter. In which amongſt other things there are 
theſe Expreſſions : He agrees in gexeral with us in all things, excepting one Par- 
ticular, namely the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt. He comes every Holyday to my 
Houſe to 1Aaſs, and excepting the Creed wherein he forgets the Filiogue, there js 
not a better Catholick in the World. Is not this the exaCt Charafter of one of 
thoſe falſe Greeks already. mentioned by us, who are Greeks with the Greeks, 
and Zatins with the Zatizs? Who knows not that the Greeks, I mean the Re- 
conciled ones, as they are called, differ from the Zatins,not only in that they 
omit the Fi170que in the Creed ; but likewiſe in the uſe of Leavened Bread, 
in the Communion under both kinds,and in abundance of Ceremonies ? That 
thoſe called Schiſmaricks abhor carved Images, and Invoke not the Latin 
Saints, nor Believe Purgatory, reje the Primacy of the Roman Biſhop, 
and will not Communicate with the Zatizs, and ſo greatly abhor their Sacri- 
fice, that when a Latin Prieſt ſays Maſs on one of their Altars, they Waſh 
and Purify it ſeveral times,as having bin Polluted ? Mr. Pompoze was deceiv'd 
when he ſuppoſed the nearer his Barons Religion approached to that of the 
Latins, the more his Uncles Cauſe was advantaged, when on the contrary 
by this Means, the Quality of this Witnels is diſcovered, and his Teſtimony 
appears plainly Invalid. An Exceſs of Zeal made Mr. Pompoze go too far, 
but thus ir pleaſed God to order it, to the end our Innocency and Simplicity 
might not be Surprizzd with theſe kind of Deluſions. As to what remains, 
I ſhall only here Oaſerve the Impradznce of his Witneſs, whoaſſures us,chat 
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every 7ear on the firſt Sunday in Lent, which the Greeks call the Orthodox Sun- 
day, the Patriarch of Conſtantinople excommunicates in his Patriarchal Tu. 
ple in the Preſence of the Archbiſhops, and Biſhops, and alſo of the Ambaſſadors of 
Chriſtian Kings and Princes, all Hereticks, and eſpecially thoſe, ſays he, that Op. 
poſe Tranſubſtantiation ; Mr. Arnaud has cauſed to be Printed ingreat Charatt- 
ers theſe Words, Maxime vero qui Tranſubſtantiationi adverſantur. Not 
Remembring that he himſelf related the Terms of this Excommunication, 
whercin there is not a word ſaid touching Tranſubſtantiation, nor thoſe that 
Oppole it. Were what the Baron _ lays true, Mr. Arnaud has bin 
Treacherous to his own Caule in ſuppreſſing ſo important and deciſive a 
Clauſe, and has binat a great deal of Pains to no purpole in all this Diſpute, 
{ceing he might have produced this Excommunication and ſtuck to it. 


T HAT which we have already ſeen touching Payſius Zigaridins and the 
Moldavian Gentleman,may ſerve as a Rule whereby to judge of the Teſtimo- 
ny of ſome Greek Prieſts, under the Patriarchate of Antioch. The Care the 
Emiſſaries take to make Proſelytes in this Country, will make us ceaſe won- 
dering that there ſhould be ſix Greek Prieſts found ready to acknowledg and 
ſign whatſoever was offered them. Moreover they live near the Maronites, 
who have bin ( as it is well known ) long ſince Reunited to the Church of 
Rome, and governed by Perſons who favour the Propagating of the Z.atins 
Dottrines. Cyrillus when Patriarch of Alexanaris, ſeems to have foretold 
what has now hapned, in his Letter to //yremboyard ; The Principal, ſays he, 
of the Maronites profeſſes the. Roman Religion, and the Patriarchate of Amtioch 
lying near them, 1 am afraid it will be Corrupted, altho they are advertiſed of this 
Danger by that Patriarch, and alſoby my ſelf. As to the Synod held at Cyprus in 
the Year 1688: *cis well knownthis I{land has bin under the DireCtion of the 
Roman Prelate and Latin Biſhops, ſince the thirteenth Century to the Year 
1571, in which time the Turks took it from the Yenetians. We need not 
then wonder if the People thereof follow the DoArine of the Zatizs,cſpecial- 
ly conſidering the Pope has ſtill kept up his Emiſlaries there from that time. 
The two Treatiſes mentioned by Mr. &-naud, carry with”em ſuch Marks as 


ride lib. 12. will eafily diſcover them : For the firſt of them begins thus, ſome generous 
Mr. Arnaud. Fxench Prieſts have addreſſed themſelves to us,and p99 our Opinion touching 


the Holy Sacrament of the Euchariſt. The other, that it was Tranſcribed from 
the Aits of the Synod, at the Requeſt of the Reverend Father Francis de Briſac 4 
Capucin and one of the Fmiſſaries of the Holy Miffion of Larnece. All this 1s 
only an Efte& of the Miſſions ; and Mr. Arzaud4 would have bin never the 
leſs eſteemed; had'he made no uſe of theſe Teſtimonies, for ſuch kind of 
Proofs as theſe will never terminate the Difference betwixt us, ſecing there 
are on the other ſide ſolid Reaſons, and authentick Teftimonies againſt him. 
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'The Teſtimonies of ſome ProteStants alledged by Mr. Arnaud, touch: 
ing the Belief of the Greeks, Anſwered. | 


pute touching the Greeks,had he deſigned toclear it fromall its Illuſions; 

and had reduced it into a leſſer Volumn till, had he retrenched all the 

needleſs Matters it contains.I place in this Rank the Teſtimonies of ſome 
Proteſtants which he alledges, who ſeem to acknowledge, either by a formal 
Declaration, or by their Silence,that, the Greeks do not differ from the Zatins 
in the Subje& of Tranſubſtantiation. I confeſs he has not made a Proof there- 
of, as knowing the Matter would not bear it, yet has wrote an expreſs 
Chapter about it, and produces them with a great deal of Art and Pomp, ho- 
ping by this means to make ſome Impreſſion onthe Mind of his Readers, and 
prepolſeſs them with this Imagination,that I alone amongſt all the Proteſtants 
deny the Greeks believe Tranſubſtantiation. 


I appears already that Mr. 4-24«d muſt have greatly abridged his Diſ- 


THE firſt he produces is Cr#ſius Profeſſor in the Univerſity of 7ubinga,who 
ſays, thet the Greeks believe the Bread is changed into the Body of Feſus Chriſt, 
and the Hine into his Blood; but this is not Tranſubſtantiation, there being 
a vaſt Difference betwixt this and that. Cr#ſius relates the Terms which they 
uſe, and this is not Conteſted, the Queſtion is whether by theſe Terms, they 
mean areal Converſion of Subſtances: Which is what we deny. 


HE offers us likewiſe ſomething out of Grotius againſt River,and ſets again 
before us the Teſtimony of — Biſhop of Z#d;nburg. But we all know 
theſe two Perſons ( altho otherwile learned enough, eſpecially Grotivs ) ſuffe- 
red themſelves to be carryed away by Prejudices and whimſical ProjeQts, in 
relation to the Differences between the two Churches, which they pretended 
to Reconcile and Accomodate,and thereupon wrote ſeveral things which they 
did not throughly Examine. Mecreover Grotizs in thoſe Paſſages alledged b 
Mr. 4:44a,{peaks not of Tranſubſtantiation in particular,and Forbeſivs only 
ſays, that "twas received by moſt of the Greeks,by moſt : Here's a Reſtriftion, 
Mr. frnaud ſays that Forbeſfius does not prove it. But whether he proves it or 
not, we do not much matter, for 'tis not by ſuch a man, and his Writings 
that we are willing to regulate our Sentiments. Itlyes upon Mr. Arnaud who 
cites him;to ſee whether the Teſtimony of ſuch a man be ſufficient. He adds, 
he alled7es him neither as a Catholick nor Proteſtant, but as « learned Max well 
Skilled in all the Religions of Europe,and as 4 great Traveller : that he quotes him 
as St. Auguſtin quoted Tichonius to confirm an important Matter of Fact acknow. 
ledged by this Donatiſt, who was more ſincere than his Fellows. 


BUT how comes he to forget ſo ſoon the Qualification which the Author 
of the Perpe:uity gave him, in citing him ? Forbeſius, ſays he, qze of the moſt 
learned am7/t the Frglijh Proteſtants, What account does he think we will 
mak? of a Perſon whom he can neither alledg as a Proteſtant nor Catholick,and 

yet 
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yet lived in the midit of the Proteſtants, he alledges him, ſays he, as a learn: 
ed Man, [| grant he may be ſo. But was this learned Man a Jew, Turk, or 
Moor, whilſt Biſhop of Fdinburg ? St. Auguſtin never alledged 7 ichonius ag 2 
Perſon of this kind, rhat was neither Catholick,nor Dozat:ff, but as a real Dy. 
natizt, altho 7ichonius ſincerely acknowledged a Truth which the reſt denyeg, 
accordingly as we alledg often the Doors of the Roman Church, which 
acknowledg thoſe things others deny, altho we do not thence infer they are 
not of that Religion they Profefs. 


FELAFTUS adds Mr. Arnaud,derides the Tuſolence of Hottinger, who 
pretends to make advantage of Cyrillus his Confeſſion, and ſhews it does in no wiſe 
contain the Faith of the Faſtern Churches. Felavius does not ſpeak of Hottin- 
ger's Infolence, but onthe contrary calls him Yirum dottifſimum, Clariſſimun 
Hettinzerum., He grants not indeed with Hottinger, that Cyrillss his Confeſ: 
fion contains the DoQrine of the Greek Church, and ſhews his Reaſons, but 
inveighs not againſt Zottinger thereupon,nor particularly mentions Tranſub- 


C 
& 


OF allthoſe that Mr. {22d alledges, there are only Saxds,and Danxhi. 
verus Profeſſor of Srrasbourg, who attribute this DoQAtrine to the Greeks, and 
Sands adds a term of Reſtriction, ſaying, that in the main, they do in a man- 
ner agree with the Church of Rome, in the Dofrine of Tranſubſtantiation, 8c. 
But for two Authors, who perhaps wrote this -withour much RefleCtion,how 
many others can we produce, who ſtick not to deny there's any Conformity 
in this Article between the Greeks and Zatins ? Fornot to mention here Ac- 
nitins, Boxornins, Hoſpinian and Epiſcopius, whom Mr. Arnaud grants to be of 
this number, we may here name the famous Piſhop Morton, the Author 
of a Book intituled, Catholick Tradition, or a Treatiſe touching the Belief of the 
Chriſtians of Aſia, Europe, and Aﬀrica. The Learned Saddee/ for whom Hen- 
rythe IV. had ſuch great Eſteem and Kindneſs. Mr. Meftrezat, Monſieur Ulric 
Miniſter of Zurich, Mr. Hottinger Profeſſor 1a the ſame City, Mr. Robert 
Chreyzton an Engliſh DoQor who publiſhed the Hiſtory of Syropnlus, -and ſe. 
veral others which I mention not, becauſe *ris not neceſſary to make an exat 
enumeration of them. It is ſufficient that Mr. 4r»aud knows I mean the 
general Opinion of the moſt Learned Proteſtants in this particular. 


IF ſome among them, as Chytreus, Breerwood, and Hornbeck for Inſtance, 
who diſcourſe of the Religion of the Greeks, ſay nothing concerning the Ar- + 
ticle of Tranſubſtantiation, Mr. Ar»and muſt not think to draw Advantage 
from their Silence. The reaſon of their Silence is, that they ſet not themſelves 
to the deſcribing any other Points but thoſe that have bin expreſly Controver- 
ted between the Greek and Latin Church, that is to ſay, ſuch Points as have 
bin openly and ſolemnly Debated on both ſides, ſuch as the Article of the Pro- 
ceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt, that of the Azymes, that of Purgatory, and ſome 
others. All that then can be gathered from this Silence is, that the Greeks 
never openly quarrelled with the Zatins about Tranſubſtantiation, nor the 
Latins with the Greeks, and that both one and the other contented themſelves 
in keeping their own Sentiments 2nd particular manner of Expreſſions, with- 
out condemning one another. But as it does not hence followgthat the Greeks 
received the Dottrine of the Zatins, ſo we mult not take the Silence of Chy- 
treus, Breerwgpd, nor Hornbeck for an Acknowledgment, or tatit Contefſion, 
that there is no difference in this Point between the two Churches. Which is 


what [ already anſwered to the Author of the Perpetnity, who would =_ 
prevail 
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prevail'd by the Silence of Breerwooa, in relation to the other Schilmarical 
Communions. For I told him, that this Author does only tranſiently obſerve augyer to the 
the moſt common different Religions, contenting himſelf to ſay what People {m- Pay P 3 C.8. 
brace, or what they poſitively and expreſly Rejeft, without proceeding to mention 

things which they believe not by way of Negation, as not having heard of them. 

That is to ſay, as neither finding them in the Articles propoſed to em to Be- 

lieve, nor inthoſe which they were made expreſlyto Renounce, as I have al- 

ready explain'd. Mr. Arnaud lets himſelf againſt this Anſwer, and lay's, T Lib. z. C: 41 
ſhewby this, that provided 1 ſay any thing "tis enough, for 1 trouble not my ſelf t- 533. 
whether it be Rational or not. But if he Believes my Diſcourſe to be Irrati- 

onal, it lyes upon him to ſhow the Abſurdity of it, without Miſrepreſenting 

my Sence, and beating the Air as he does. There is certainly no Diſcourle 

more reaſonable than that againſt which an Adverfary is forced to betake 

himſelf to Illuſions and Wranglings about Terms, tor this is a ſign he cagnot 

attack it fairly with downright Blows. 


AS to Mr. Aubertin,of whom Mr. Arnaud ſay's ,he has temper'd himſelf, 
and that altho he be otherwiſe one of the Confidenteſt Men in the World, in aſ- 
ferting Untruths, yet it appears he finds himſelf gravelled in the Subjett of the 
Grecks, nd therefore falls to ſearching Means to eſcape. Tanſwer, Mr. 4r- 
aud himſelt is one of the boldeſt Men in the World at accuſing Perſons,and 
yet proves his Accuſations the worſt of any man, as appears in this whole 
Controverlie, ſo that what he ſays touching Mr. Aubertin*s Falſities, being 
grounded only on his own Word, ſignifies aothing, in reſpeCt of the Greeks ; 
"ris true that Mr. Zubertiz has not throughly handled the Queftion of their Be- 

. lief, becauſe his Deſign did not oblige him to do it, for intending only to 
ſhew the Innovation which has bin made in the Church of Rome, in the 
SubjeXof the Euchariſt, he has ſufficiently done it without needleſs En- 
largings on the Greeks. He ſays ſomething of them by the way, he explain'd 
ſome Paſſages out of Anaſtaſius Sizaite, Germane Patriarch of Conſtantino- 
ple, Damaſcen, the ſecond Council of WVice, Zheophylait, Euthymius, Nicho- 
las Methonienſis, Feremias, and ſome others. *Tis true he conjeRured that 
the Errorof the Weſtern people has communicated it {elf to ſeveral of thoſe 
of the Zaft, towards the end of the twelveth Century, there having bia a 
more free-Commerce between them after the Conqueſt of the Holy Land. 
Yet has he ſufficiently ſhew'd, that altho the Expreſſions of the modern 
Greeks, appeared to him Obſcure, Exceſſive, and Different from thoſe of the 
Ancients, yet did he not believe, they embraced the Tranſubſtantiation of the 

. Latins, and tis upon this ground, that ſpeaking of Cyrilzs, he ſay's that he 
rTcturned to the ancient Faith, and ſpake better of this Myſtery than others. 
"This ſhews us he obſerved there was more Confuſion and Ambiguity in the 
others, and more Plainneſs and Diſtin&neſs in the Patriarch Cyrillus, but not 
that he believed the Greek Church received the DoQrine of the Subſtantial 
Converſion, nor that ſhe held the Subſtance of Bread ceaſes, for he expreſly 
maintains the contrary. 


Ib4d-p.rz7: 


ALL the reſt of Mr. Arnaud”s Diſcourſe conſiſting only of Heats and In- 
vettives againſt me, and my Cauſe receiving no Prejudice thereby, 1 free- 
ly make thereof a Sacrifice to piety, and Chriſtian Meeknels, 
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CHAP. V. 


Hr. Arnaud's negative Arguments drawn from the Silence of the 
Greeks and Latins, on the Article of Tranſubſtantiatiom Exas 
mined. 


uſe of, conſiſts to ſpeak properly, only in one fingle Argument,yct 

this Argument takes up as much room as all the reſt of the Diſpute. 

Mr. 4rnaud has ſo great love for this Proof, that he is never wea- 
ry with offering it us. He concludes all his Hiſtories with it, he makes it 
the matter of moſt of his Chapters,ahd the perpetual SubjeCt of his RefleQi- 
ons : If he explains to us the Sentiments of Zheophylat?, Fathyminue, Cab ifilas, 
Simeon Theſſalonienſis, he forgets not to oblerve they did not Believe that the 
Greeks had any other Faith than the Zatirs, touching the Euchariſt, ſceing 
they made no mention of it: If he relates to us the Conqueſts which the 
Zatins made in the Z«f# during the twely*th Century, he fails not to con- 
clude thence, that the Greeks and they, not reproaching one another on this 
SubjeQ, *tis a Sign they-were agreed in it : If he reckons up to us other Greeks 
who wrote againſt the Roman Church, or Zatins that wrote againſt the 
Greeks, *tis only to draw this Conſequence thence, that there having never ' 
bin any Controverſie touching Tranſubſtantiation , *tis a Sign theſe two 
Churches were agreed in that point : If he has Occaſion to mention the tak: 
ing of Conſtantinople, and the Eſtabliſhment of the Zatins in the Greek Em- 
pire, one of the Uſes he makes thereof, is beſure to let's know, that ſeeing 
there was no publick Diſpute on the Article of the Subſtantial Converſion, 
they all cqually Believed it. *Tis for this purpoſe he relates the Treaties of 
Agreemeat, Formularies of Reunions, and what paſſed in the Council of 


LTHO the third order of Proofs which Mr. 4r24ud has made 


| Lyons and Florence, In fine, this is his dearly beloved Argument which he 


Repeats a hundred times over, without any Alteration but that of the Terms, 
and Circuraſtances he repreſents it withal. 


I T- muſtbe acknowledged Mr. Arnaud has ſome reaſon to pleaſe himſelf 
in this Proof, and to bring itin again ſo often as he does, for this is the moſt 
ſpecious and beft coloured Pretence in the whole Diſpute, altho at bottom, 
there will be found no Solidity in it. Which I ſhall demonſtrate in this Chap- 
ter, in which I hope to ſhew clearly the Nullity of his Conſequence drawn 
from the Silence of the Greeks, - For this effe&, I ſhall make ts of two ſorts 
of Means, the one ſhall ſhew thatthere is not only a great deal of Weakanels, 
but Fality in his Argument, the reſt diſcover wherein this Weakneſs and 
Fallity do conſiſt, the one ſhall be more General and leſs DireA, the others 
Particular and Dire. 


I. FIRST it may hereſeem ſtrange that Mr. £naud who fo triftly urges 
the Silence of the Greeks and Zatins, does not remember what the Author of 
the Perperuity anſwered to my Proof drawn from the Silence of the Paga»s, 
who upbraided not the Primitive Chriſtians with Tranſubſtantiation, and the 
Conſequence Idrew from the Silence of the Fathers, who mention not a 
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word of 'the many Miracles which Tranſubſtantiation Includes in it. ///ho 


knows not, lays he, in general how weak theſe kind of Probabilities are, and that Prp. of the 


there are abundance of things which might be ſaid by the Pagans, or Fathers, 
which "rewer came to our Knowledg ?: And a little farther, Books contain the 
leaſt part of Mens Thoughts and Diſcourſes. *Tis Chance, or ſome particular Ac- 
cident which determines them to conſerve to Poſterity ſome one of their Thoughts, 
ſuffering, ebimdance of others to be loſt, which were more common to them, 


Faich Refur. 
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and many times more important. Perhaps, lays he, the Pagans never diſcourſed - 


of, the Enchatiſt, and perhaps again they did. How comes it to paſs that in ſo 
{hortatime'the negative Argument, which was in my Hands but a weak 
Probability, becomes in thoſe of Mr. 4r»a44 a puiflant Demonſtration ? The 
things which were ſaid by the Greeks or Zatins during three or four hundred 
Years,: are no more come to our Kaowledg, than the Diſcourſes of the Pa- 
g4ns, or thoſe of the Fathers, and the Books which have bin written touch- 
ing theſe two Churches the Latin and the Greek, contain no more mens 
Thoughts than thoſe which were written concerning the Pagans, or thoſe 
the Fathers wrote on the Subje& of Chriſtian Religion. | 


I T ſeemstheie Gentlemen Conſult only their own: Intereſt : When any 
Authors favour them, they are worthy of publick Praiſe, and when they do 
not, they deſerve to be Contemned, and their Arguments become ſtrong or 
weak, good or bad, accordingly as they are ferviceable,or otherwiſe. Ir is 
certain if Mr, 4rzaud's and my Proof be compared together in reſpe& of 
Form, they are equal ; for we ſuppoſe the ſame Principles, and draw thence 
the ſame Conſequences ; but if they be compared in reſpe& of the matter; 
the Advantage is wholly on my fide, for all the Circumſtances ſtrengthen my 
Argument, whereas they weaken his. The Pagans were Learned, they 
had the Power in their Hands,they needed not diflemble with the Chriſtians : 
They knew very well the Doctrines of Chriſtianity. The matter concerned 
the pulling down of their Altars, and they were iatereſled to cqnſerve their 
ancient Religion, to decry theſe Novelties which had introduced themſelves 
into the World. There can be nothing faid like this, concerning the Greeks, 
as will appearin the Sequel of this Chapter: And yet my Argument is not 
Conclulive in the Author of the Perpetnity's Judgment, and Mr. Lrnaud's 
Argument, if we believe himſelf,is undeniably Evident ; that is to ſay,theſe 
Gentlemen beſtow on Arguments,when they are pleaſed to make uſe of them, 
the Title of good ones, bur when the ſame Arguments are urged againſt 
them then they become bad ones. This partulity proceeds' only from 
prejudice. 
| * 

. BUT inthe ſecond place, without wandring from the Subje& in Hand, I 
can oppdle againſt Mr. Arnaud'snegative Proot, ſeveral other Proofs of the 
like kind Thave already made uſe of in the preceding Book, which conchade 
witha thouſand times more ſtrength than his, and conſequently deſerve tobe 
preferred before them, according to the Rules of right Reaſon. The Greeks 


1a explaining the Myſtery.of the Euchariſt, do aſſert neither the Exiſtence * 


of Accidents without a Subje&, nor the Concomitancy, or Exiſtence of the 
Body of Chriſt in the Euchariſt after the manner of Spirits, nor his Exiſtence 
1n ſeveral places. They trouble not themſelves with inquiring how our Bo- 
dies are nouriſhed when they receive the Sacrament, nor of what matter 
the Worms are formed which are bred in the Euchariſt, nor ſeveral other 


Queſtions. In ſhort they mention not a Word touching any of the oaturat_ 


Conlequences of Tranſubſtantiation, which a man cannot but conſider, and 
| Nn which 
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which common Sence diſcovers without the help of any Philoſopby z as1 
already ſhewed in the tenth Chapter of the foregoing Book. 


ALL that Inow deſire is, that my negative Proofs be compared with that 
Proof Mr. Arnaud draws from the Greeks not making Tranſubſtantiation a 
point of Controverſy between them and the Zatins. The Greeks, fay's he, - 
have bin ſilent on the Tranſubſtantiation of the Zatins, they neither oppoſed 
nor condemned it ; therefore they believed it as well as the Zatins. The 
Greeks, ſay 1, have for Example bin filent on the Exiftence of the Accidents 
of Bread ſeparated from their proper Subſtance, they neither handled this 
Point, nor ſo much as made mention of it, therefore they do not believe it, 
nor conſequently Tranſubſtantiation. Mr. Arnaud mult acknowledg that my 
Proof is far more concluſive than his, for 'tis a thouſand times more natural 
for people that hold the Subſtance of Bread ceaſes, and yet and taft behold 
all the Qualities, and Properties thereof tc conſider. how theſe things ſubſiſt, 
or at leaſt to ſpeak in ſome ſort of it, than *tis natural to thoſe that do notbe- 
lieve Tranſubſtantiation, to reproach them with it, that do believe it. If we 
weigh all Circumſtances, we ſhall find, the Commerce the Greek DoQors 
have hadeither with their own people, or with themſelves, in refleCting on 
what fell under their Sence, has bin more particular and frequent than that 
which they have had with the Zatins. That which they ſaw and believed has 
bin more diftinaly known to them, than what the Zarins taught, or Gregory 
the VII, or Zzzocext the III. determin'd in their Councils. The Intereſt of 
quieting their own Conſciences and ſatisfying their own Minds, muſt needs 
be more prevalent with them, than that of quarrelling with the Zatins. 
The occaſions of ſatisfying themſelves, and inſtrufting their people oftner 
preſented themſelves, than thoſe of condemning ſtrangers, with whom they 
dealt only by their Ambaſſadours and Interpreters. The reaſons of their St- 
lence, in reſpe& of the Zatirs, are eaſilyer found out, than thoſe which would 
oblige them to be ſilent, in reſpect of themſelves. For what ſignifies the tel 
ling us the Glory of God, and ReſpeQ to his Myſteries were the cauſe of their 
Silence touching the Exiſtence of the Accidents without a Subje&t ; For this 
fame Glory of God, and reſpett to his Myſteries would engage them to de- 
clare the reaſons of their Silence, to the end they may be known to all the 
Faithful under their Charge, and to exhort them to the ſame Silence. Were 
I willing to enlarge my Book after Mr. Ar»aud's Example, who has hunted 
after little Stories whereby to bring over again a hundred times the ſame Ar- 
gument, I ſhould tire my Readers Patience, for I could argue touching all 
the Occaſions the Greeks have had toſee, and adminiſter the Euchariſt,todif- 
courſe, and partake of 1 the Zaſters in which time the people do univerſally 


Communicate, touching the Sick that defire it, and received it, the Books 


wherein they explain'd the Myſtery of it ; and in general touching whatſo- 
ever may adminiſter them an Occaſion of conſidering the Accidents, and I 
might as often draw this Concluſion that they do not believe Tranſubſtantia- 
tion, ſeeing they have ſaid nothing concerning this pretended Miracle of the 
Exiſtence of Accidents ſeparated from their SubjeR, 


*TIS the fame with the other Conſequences of the ſubſtantial Converli- 
on. A Man needs only his Eye-Gght to aſſure himſelf that if what we receive 
in the Fachariſt be really and ſubſtantially the natural Body of Chriſt, accord: 
ing to the Sence of the Zatins, itis not in the uſual form of a humane Body ; 
whence there immediately ariſes this Conſideration, how it can be without 


this Form. How it can be in a place after an unlocal manger, neither _ 
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ble; nor diviſible, thus more like a Spirit than a Body, and yet without Mo- 
tion, Senſe,or Action, and in this more like an inanimate Body than a Spirit. 
A Man needs but little Senſe ro comprehend, that if the Subſtance of Bread 
ceaſes, there can be nothing found in the Zacharift ro which may be attribu- 
ted the effet of the Nourilhment we receive thence. Neither needs there 
much Study to find our, that if the Subſtance of the natural Body of Chriſt 
be preſent in the Sacrament, he is thea in ſeveral places at the ſame time, 
to wit, in Heaven, and on all the Altars whereon are celebrated this divine 
Myſtery z Yet dothey make no mention of thele things. 


W E have ſeenthat one of their Opinions is, that the Wicked do not re- 
ceive Chriſt's Body in the Sacrament. Now every Man ſees this Do&rine 
does not well agree with Tranſubſtantiation,in as muchas that on one Hand, 


*tis held the Bread is made the Body of the Son of God in propriety of Sub- 


ſtance,and on the other, that the Wicked in receiving it, eat not this Body. 
Whence it follows according to all Rules of Sence, that they are obliged to 
endeavour to make theſe two Opinions agree, and remove the contrariety 
which appears betwixt them. Yetſo far are they from troubling themſelves a- 
bout this, that we find not this Contrariety, (whether real or imaginary)ever 
entred into their Thoughts. 


NOW.  letany Man compare the Arguments we draw from their Silence 
touching ali theſe Conſequences, with that of Mr. Arnaud's; and faithfully 
tell us, whether ours are not more Concluſive and Evident than his. We have 
propoſed ſeveral things which the Greeks might know without any Study, 
RefleQtion, Attention of Mind, Legats, and Interpreters, only by the ſight of 
their Eyes, and help of common Sence z Afﬀairs which were neither carried 
on by Intrigues, Negotiations, nor publick Reſpetts ; and wherein the Silence 
of the Greeks is certain, there being no likelyhood but if they ſpake of *em, 
we ſhould be ſoon made to know it, and concerning which, in fine, they could 
not be ſilent as they are, without doing a notable Prejudice to Religion, and 
an extraordinary Violence to Nature. Whereas Mr. 4rnaud only offers us 
one thing, which can ſcarcely be known by any but the Learned, and which 
requires alſo great attention of Mind, and reading z a matter which for the 
moft part was in the hands of ſome Deputies, and-mannaged by the help of 
Interpreters, wherein Intrigues and Intereſts, Complacency and Fear, and 
other humane Paſſions have great ſhare, and touching which we cannot be 
aſſured whether the Silence of the Greeks be truly ſuch as *cis repreſented to 
us, ſceing we have no more of their Writings but what the Zatins were plea- 
{ed to _=_ us. A matter in fine, in which the Greeks might be ſilent with- 
out offering any Violence to themſelves, and without believing they did any 
Wrong to their Religion. I ſhall ſhow this more largely hereafter, what L 
now mention'd being only to facilitate the compariſon of my Proofs with that 
of Mr. Arnand's, to the end the Readers may more clearly and exaQtly judg 
of them. 


ITI. IN the third place, it is neceſſary that my firſt Proofs which I offe- 
red in the ioregoing Book, be remembred, which were taken from that the 
Greeks do not teach the Doftrine of Tranſubſtantiation in expreſs terms, I 
mean the ſubſtantial” Converſion aſſerted by the Zatins; that they receive 
not the Councils which have determined it, that they will not uſe the term 
of wredns, that they explain themſelves only in general Terms, which 
may be underſtood in another Sence, "= which at fartheſt can admit = 
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of a general Sence; and that Mr. 4rnand is conſtrain'd to betake himſelf to 
- ny pr and Arguings to render their Expreſſions favourable. lt is 


likewiſe requiſite that the Reader call to mind the ſolid Grounds on which m 


Proofs are built, and the Teſtimonies T have produced on this SubjeQ, andon 
the other Hand, the Illuſions I diſcovered in Mr. Ar»aud's Diſpute, as well 
in the formulary of the Reunion with which he has made ſuch a noiſe, as 
the Teſtimonys of Samopas, Agapius, the Baron of Spataris, Payſius Lioari- 
dius, the Synod of Cyprus, and that of ſome Prieſts in the Patriarchate of 4-- 
tioch ,, for the Truth of my Principle reſults from the Exaraination of all theſe 
things, the reſt of Mr. frzand's Proofs conliſting only in Arguings and Con- 
ſequences. 1 would likewile'defire the Reader to compare his negative Ar- 
gument with mine, and judg which of the two Conſequences is the better. 
The Greeks ( ſay 1) when they explain the Myſtery of the ZFucharift, uſe 
notthe Term of Tranſubſtantiation, nor teach the thing which this Term fig. 
nifies, they own not the Councils that have determin'd it ; and in the rejeQi- 
on- of them never except this Article, nor ſhew by any thing elle rhey are a- 
greed init. They do not then believe the ſubſtancial Converſion ofthe Za- 
tins, Mr. Arnaud ſay's on the contrary; the Greeks reproach not the Ztins 
with Tranſubſtantiation, they make not a Diſpute thereof, they condemn it 
not as an Errour ; they then Believe it. Ifay that my Conſequence is evident, 
certain, immediate, and neceſſary, whereas Mr. 4rzaua's has none of theſe 
Qualities. My Conſequence is evident, for *tis evident a whole Church that 
believes the Converſion of the Subſtance of Bread into the Subſtance of the 
Body of Chriſt, and would have her Children Believe it, muſt needs teach 
it them in clear and diſtint Terms, and ſach as are able to form the 74:4 
which {he would have them conceive of it ; But the Greek Church does not 
do this; therefore ſhe does not believe it. For it would be prodigiouſly ftrange 
that'a Church had, concerning the Change which happens in the Zuchar:ff, 
a Beliet as diſtin and determinate, as is that of the Converſion of one Sub- 
ſtance into another, and yet, could not, or would not explain her ſelf in clear 
and diſtin Terms, altho ſhe finds them already made to her Hands, in the 
Language of a Church with whom ſhe agrees in this Point.But this the Greek 
Church does not do; She does not thus explain her ſelf, She has not then 
this Belief. My Conſequence is immediate ; for the firſt and moſt immedi- 
ate Obligation, the firſt and moſt immediate Effect which ariſes from the 
Belief of Tranſubſtantiation in a Chureh that holds it, is that of teaching it, 
and explaining how ſhe believes it, that is to ſay diſtinaly, for it cannot be 
believed otherwiſe than diftinAly : But the Greek Church does not explain 
her ſelf diſtinQly ; She does not then believe it. 1 fay in fine, that *tis necel- 
fary: For there is nothing that can hinder the Greek Church from expound- 
ing clearly and plainly this Opinion, if ſhe held it : Not the Ignorance of pro- 
per Expreſſions, for beſides that they are eaſily met with, the Roman Church 
turniſhes her with them, not the Fear of ſcandalizing her People, for the 
Church of Rome aſſerts theſe People have held this Doctrine ever fince Chri- 
ſtianity was firſt planted amongſt them, notthe fear of ſcandalizing the Tn- 
hdels, for the 7urks amongſt whom the Greeks live, ſufferall ſorts of Religi- 
ons, and the Zatins who were mixt with them,and who ſcruple not to explain 
themſelves clearly on this DoQrineghave long ſince taken away this Pretence 
from the Greeks; the fear of offending their Emperors, when they had 'em, 
could not withold them, for the Greek Emperors as we have already lecn, 
havealmoft all of *em favoured the Zativs. Much leſs moreover can it be 
ſaid they were hindred by the Fear of the Roman Church, and its Power, for 
this was a means on the contrary to obtain her Favour. And yet notwith- 


ſtanding 


- 


Caae. V. the Belief of the Greek Church. 


29 
/ 


7 


— 


ſanding all this the Greeks do not aflert this DoQtrine in clear and diſtin& 
Terms ; therefore they hold it not. 


NOW let a manreflett on the Conſequence Mr. Arnaud draws, and he 
will find that it has none of theſe Qualities which I come now from obſerving 
in mine. It 15 not evident, for what Certainty is there that if a Church does 
not imbrace a Dottrine, ſhe muſt therefore immediately condemn it,” and 
make thereof a matter of Controverly? This Propoſition taken in its gene- 
rality is not only unevident, but'falſe, and contrary to the Principles of Rea- 
ſon and Scripture. Being applyed in particular to Tranſubſtantiation,it has 
no Evidence, for it muſt be ſuppoledthata Church which does not believe 
it, conſiders it in a due manner, whereby to judg that "tis adamnable Error, 
and that ſhe wants not Knowledg for the making of this Judgment ; and 
ſuppoſing ſhe wants not Kngwledg whereby to make this Judgment, we muſt 
farther ſuppoſe that ſhe believes her felt obliged to paſs this Cenſure, againſt 
a Church-trom which ſhe is aQually ſeparated. We mult beſides this, ſup- 
poſe ſhe has Courage enough to do her Duty, and that no humane Reſpet 
can withold her from it. Now it cannot be ſhow'd that thele three Suppoſiti- 
ons are evident in reſpeCQ of the Greeks, whenee it appears that Mr. Arnaud's 
Conſequence is of no certainty z for what Certainty is there in a Conſequence 
that depends on three Suppolitions, which are not only very uncertain, but 
falſe, as will appear upon Examination. Neither is it likewiſe immediate, for 
*tis certain there is no medium between believing Tranſubſtantiation, and 
clearly explaining it, in reſpe&t of a Church which is at full liberty to ſpeak 
on it what ſhe thinks : But betwixt not believing it, and making thereof 
a point of Controverſy with Strangers that do believe it, there's a vaſt diffe- 
rence. In fine, I ſay this Conſequence has no neceſſity, for it might bin 
hindred by a thouſand things, through want of learned Men able to mannage 
this Controverſy, by the temporal Intereſts of their Empire, and Church, 
and fear of provoking the Zatizs, who have bin almoſt continually their 
Maſters, by the Intrigues of their Emperours, and ſeveral of their Parriarchs 
and Biſhops3 but eſpecially by a Spirit of Superſtition which has occafioned 
long ſince the turning of Religion into childiſh Ceremonies, negleCting the 
Efentials of Chriſtianity to apply themſelves to Fopperies. 


TO IJlluſtrate more clearly this Compariſon, which I defire the Reader 
tomake, between Mr. Araavd's negative Arguments and mine, it will be 
convenient to make here a general Refleftion on the ſtate of our Controver- 
{y. The Queſtion between us is to know whether the Greeks believe Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, or not ; Mr. Arnaud has undertaken to prove the Afﬀfirmative,and 
+I the Negative. Now this being fo, it is evident I am only obliged to prove 
my Theſis by negative Arguments. The Greeks teach not Tranſubſtantiati- 
on, nor its neceſ[ary and natural Conſequences : therefore they do nor believe 
it. This concludes very well according tothe nature of the Theſis which I 
defend, and this Proof 1s ſufficient to fatisfie a mans Mind, 'and decide the 
Queſtion. But *tis not the ſame with Mr. .4r2as4, for he is obliged to prove 
his Propolition,not ſo much by the Silence of theſe People, as by their Words, 
not ſo much by negative Arguments, as by poſitive ones. The Greets ſay's 
he, believe Tranſubſtantiation; whichis what he ought toſhew by affirma- 
tive Arguments: Were then the Concluſion he draws from the Silence of the 
Greeks,more probable than'tis, yet could it not perſwade by it ſelf any rea- 
{onable Perſon. Our Minds might be perplexed with it, but yet *rwill be ſtill 
laid, we muſt examine what the Greeks poſitively teach touching the Zucha- 
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riſt, and ſee how they explain themſelves concerning it, becauſe this is the 
Juſt and only means of deciding the Queſtion.In effeQ,if it be true the Greets 
teach T ranſubſtantiation, the negative Arguments drawn from their not 
makinga Controverly of it with the Zatins, are ſuperfluous ; the matter is 
decided, and we need go no farther ; but if itbe trueon the contrary that 
they donot reach it, the negative Argumentsare of no Conſequence, we mult 
keep to what we find contained 1n their form of Dottrine. Ir is then certain 
there is more ſhow than real ſolidity in this part of Mr. Arnaud's Diſpute, 
and that 'tis more likely to divert the Fancy, than ſatisfy the Judgment. It 
may dazle our Eyesby a falſe appearance, but cannot inſtruft us, for it de. 
cides nothing, a man {till remains in the deſire and neceſſity of knowing 
what the Greeks teach. If he ſatisfies this Deſire, *tis ſufficient, but if not, his 
negative Arguments ſignify nothing. Mr. 4r»aud then might well have ſpa- 
red all thoſe Hiſtories, Accounts of Reunions, agg the enumeration of all the 
Authors that have treated on the Differences between the Greeks and Zatins. 
All which has bin to no purpoſe, ſeeing that when we have beſtowed never 
ſo much time on the Diſcuſſion of theſe things, we muſt return again to the 
principal Point, which is to know politively what the Greeks teach concern- 
ing the Euchariſt. For as now ſaid, Mr. Arzaud's Propoſition being affirma- 
tive, to wit, that the Greeks believe Tranſubſtantiation, he muſt clearly c- 
ſtabliſh ir by affirmative Proots ; for 'tis on theſe alone, whereon depends the 
deciſion of the Queſtion, and not on negative Arguments,drawn from what 
they do not do. 


AND thus far touching my general means : Come we now to Particulars. 
Mr. Arnaud pretends that if the Greeks have not heretofore believed Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, nor yet ſtill believe it, they ought to make it a point of Con- 
troverſy with the Zatins. I anſwer, the Greeks contented themſelves with 
keeping their own Belief concerning the Sacrament, and held to their uſu- 
al Expreſſions, and have not admitted the Determinations of Gregory the VII. 
or Zznocent the III. nor the DoQtrine of the Council of Zrext ; and yet never 
proceeded to a formal Condemnation of the Sentiment of the Zatins, nor 


- made it a matter of Diſpute and Controverly. In a word, they do neither 


believe, nor oppoſe Tranſubſtantiation : They do not believe it, for it is nor 
to be ſeen in the Doftrine of their Church ; in their Confeſſions of Faith, 
Books of Divinity, Deciſions of their Councils, Liturgies, Catechiſms, nor 
Sermons ; neither do they oppoſe it, for as far as we can find, they never dil- 
puted this Point with the Zatins, nor formally debated it in their ancient Dit- 
terences. I ſay, as far as wecan find, for 'tis impoſſible but ſome have Dil- 
puted an it,altho all Records thereof have bin loſt, or ſuppreſſed, ſeeing 
none of them ever came to our Knowledg. But be it as it will, at worlt,ic 
only concerns us to know whether my Anſwer is reaſonable, and whether in 
cfte& the Greeks not believing the Converſion of Subſtances, *tis poſſible they 
have not condemned this Opinion in the Church of Rome. Now Imaintain 
this is not only poſſible, but moſt probable: whence it follows that Mr. 4r- 
zaud's Argument is neither Concluſive in gerere neceſſario nor probabili ( as 
the Schools ſpeak) when we nearly examine it. 


I. To ſhew this, I firſt of all produce the Example of the Church of Rome 
it ſelf, which condemns not ſeveral Opinions which ſhe knows are held by par- 
ticular Perſons, and even by whole Societies too under her JuriſdiQtion, and 
yet does not receive them, nor approve of them. She keeps Silence in their 


rcſpeQ, for Reaſons beſt known to her ſelf, yet would nor have it argued _ 
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her Silence, ſo reſolutely as Mr. 4r»and does from that of the Greeks. The 
Queſtion whether the Infallibility refides-in the Pope, or Council, has re- 
main'd hitherto undetermined, ſeveral Perſons ſtill debate it, and we know 
which ſide the Court of Rome favours; yet we cannot poſitively fay that 
they have condemned, or oppoſed as an Error, the Opinion of thoſe who 
prefer the Council above the Pope; and yet, they will be loath men ſhould 
argue from their Silence. How long has the Church of Rome ſuffered the 
Sentiment of the Dominicans touching the Conception of the Virgin, with- 
out oppoſing or condemning it, altho ſhe does not approve of it ? This Con- 
ſequence drawn by Mr. Arnasd is fo little ſolid, and if Imayfay the Truth, 
{» captious, that /znocent the X. adviſed us not to abuſe thus the Silence of 
Perſons; for in his Conſtitutions wherein he condemns the five Propoſitions 
ſuppoſed to be taken out of Jaxſenius his Writings, heexpreſly declares that 
alcho he has only condemned theſe five Propoſitions, yet he would not have 
any Man think he approves by his Silence the reſt of that Book. If I fay 
then that the Greeks 1n diſputing only on fome Articles, never pretended to 
approve by their Silence on the reſt of the Religion of the Zatins, much lefs 
in particular of the Doctrine of the ſubſtantial Converſion, I aſſert nothing 
but what may be judged Reaſonable from the Church of Rome's own Exam- 
ple, and Maxim of Pope Zznocent himſelf. 


I T willnot be amiſs to obſerve two things in theſe Examples Tnow in- 
ſtanced, the one, that the Point before us is concerning what paſſed in the ve- 
ry Boſom of the Roman Church, between Perſons that belonged to it, and 
whom ſhe is obliged to inſtruct and reduce into the right way ; and *thother 
that ſhe had juſt cauſe to fear, leſt under the Favour of this Toleration, the 
Error would communicate it ſelf to ſeveral Perſons, and in fine,the whole Bo- 
dy of the People be infeCted with it. Now the firſt of theſe things has no 
place in reference to the Greeks, for the Point before us does not concern an 
Opinion ſprung up in their Church, but in a forrain and ſeparate one, and 
over which they pretend no Juriſdiction. As to the ſecond thing, I confeſs, 
had the Greeks reflected, as they ought, on this their Silence, they could not 
but perceive that the Zatins(who make advantage of every thing)would not 
fail to indeavour the bringing in of Tranſubſtantiation into Greece, under the 
benefit of this Silence, and take from thence occaſion to perſwade ſimple 
People that the two Churches are agreed in this particular. But how mangi- 
feſt ſoever this Danger was, it 1s clear that that wherein the Church of Rome 
ventures her ſelf, in ſuffering thoſe Opinions to take root which ſhe tolerates 
in her own Boſom, is yet more evident ; and yet notwithſtanding ſhe re- 
Mains Silent : Which ſhews the Vanity of Mr. A-2au4's Conſequence. For 
if the Roman Church can ſuffer Opinions in the very midſt of her, which 


(he does not approve, why cannot the Greeks uſe the ſame Forbearance to- 


wards an Opinion of the Zatins,and if we may not conclude from the Church 
of Rome's not oppoling a Doctrine, that ſhe holds it, or teaches it, why may 
we not make the ſame Concluſion in reſpect of the Greeks ? 


IL. IN the ſecond place, I inſtance in ſeveral other important Articles, 
wherein the Greeks do not agree with the Zatins, and yet we do not find they 
made them a matter of Diſpute any more than Tranſubſtantiation. For 
Example,the Greeks believe the Pains of the Damned, are caſed by the Pray- 
ers of the living. They farther believe that ſo great is the efficacy of their 
Prayers, that they {»metimes deliver theſe Wretches abſolutely from their 
Torments, and reſcue them from Damnation. Zhey are, ſay's Alatins, ex- 
freamly 
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fone of this Opinion, that the Prayers of good People profit the Lofe 
thoſe condemned to eternal Miſery, and that they are eaſed, and ſome- 
times wholy delivered by them. Which he proves by ſeveral Paſſages in their 
Triode ( which is one of their eccleſiaſtical Books ) and other their moſt fa. 


- 


mous Authors. The Zatinsare of a contrary Opinion. 7 is certain, ſay's 


Belorm de Belarmin, that the Prayers of the Church are beneficial neither to the Bleſſed 


in Heaven, nor Damned in Hell, but only to the Souls in Purgatory : Which 
Dottrine is held by all the Schoolmen that follow St. Auſtin's Opinion, Yet do 
we not find the two Churches ever made a Point of Controverſy thereof, or 
charged one another with Errour, about it. Wedo not find this Queſtion 
was agitated when the Unions were in hand, whether in the Council of Ho- 
rence or elſewhere, nor mention made of it in the Confeſſion of Faith which 
the Popes ſo often ſent them, in order to an agreement. 


THE aforeſaid H{atius obſerves another Opinion of the Greeks, which 
* has ſome Relation with thatI now mention'd. For they believe that when 
our Saviour deſcended into Hell, he preached his Gofpel to all the Dead, as 
well tothe Damned as Saints, and ſaved from amongſt them all thoſe that 
believed in his Word, and raiſed them up. It appears from the Paſſages pro- 
duced by Alatins, as well out of their Pentecoſtare, { which is one of their 
Church-Books,) as other Writings, that this is their Opinion: Whereas on 
the contrary 'tis evident, this is not the Opinion of the Zatins, for they look 
upon it as Erroneous and Heretical. one of the damned Souls Jay's Bellarmin, 
were delivered: For Philaſtrius ad St. Auguſtin, ſay *tis Heretical, to aſſert 
that any of the Wicked were converted and ſaved by Chriſt's preaching in Hel. 
Allatins adds, that St. /reneas and Fpiphanins condemned this Errour in 
Marcion, and that Gregory the I. who lived towards the end of the fixth 
Century, cenſured it likewiſe as an Hereſy in the Perſons of George and 7he- 
odorns, the one a Prieſt, and th'other a Deacon of the Church of Conſtanti- 
xople. Now altho the Difference which is between the two Churches on this 
Article is manifeſt, yet we do not find they made thereof a Controverſy, or 
that the Authors oneither ſide wrote one againſt another on this SubjeR,nor 
any mention of it in the Reunions. 


W E may moreover reckon amongſt the Differences of the two Church- 
es, the Rejection which the Greek makes of ſeveral Books in the Bible,which 
they eſteem Apocryphal, whereas the Zatins receive them, as Canonical 
Scripture. For 'tis certain the Greeks follow in this point the fixtieth Canon 
of the of Council Zaodices, and the Authority of Fohn Damaſcen,as appears by 
the Teſtimony of Metrophanus Cytropulus, who reckoning up the number ot 
Canonical Books, which he ſay's are thirty three in all, has theſe Words. 4* 
to other Books which ſome admit into the Canon of Scripture, as the Books of 
Toby, Judith, /5/dom of Solomon, of Jelus Sox of Sirach, Baruc, xd the 
Maccabees ; Fe do wot believe they ought to be wholly rejefted, ſeeing they 
contain ſeverat excellent moral Precepts. But to receive them as Canonical and 
Authentick Writings, is what the Church of Chriſt never did, as ſeveral 
Dottors teſtify, and amongit others St. Gregory the Divine, St. Amphilocus, 
and after them St. John Damaſcen. And therefore we ground not our Do- 
arines on their, Authority, but on "that of the thirty three Canonical Books. 
So that here is the Opinion of rhe Greeks very oppoſite to that of the Zatins, 
and yet we do not find they made a point of Controverſy of this Difference, 
Ror any mention of it in their Reunions. 


WE 


» 
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W E can give another Inſtance to the ſame purpoſe, and that touching the 
Fuchariff too. The Greeks ſince the ſeventh Century, reje& the terms of 
Type, Figure, and Image, but the Zatizs uſe them, and yer they never made 
this a point of Controverſy betwixt them. It cannot be ſaid they ſlighted 
this Point ; for when they explain themſelyes thereon, they add to their Re- 
jetion a form of Deteſtation. God forbid, ſay's Anaſtaſine Sinaite, that we 
ſhould ſay the Holy Communion is the Figure of Chriſt's Body. God forbid, ſay's 
Damaſcen,we ſhould think the Bread and Hine are the Figure of Chriſt's Boly, and 
Blood. Yet how averle ſoever they have bin to this way of ſpeaking,they never 
objeRed this as a Crime to the Zatins,nor accuſed them of Error in this matter. 


WE can Inſtance in ſeveral other Examples of Differences between 
the two Churches, about which the Greeks never fell out with the /.atins ; 
but thoſe I already denoted are ſufficient to ſhew Mr. Arnaud the nul- 
lity of his Conſequence, and at the ſame time the poflibility of my 
Propoſition : For why may not Tranſubſtantiation bin paſied over 1n Silence, 
as well as other Articles? Why muſt the negative Argument which is of no 
validity in theſe particulars, be good in that of Tranſubſtantiation? If the 
Greeks could remain in their own Opinions, and keep their Belief to them- 
ſelves touching the Damned, and Chriſt's preaching to them, touching the 
number of Canonical Books, &c. without entring into Debate with the Z.a- 
tins, and charging them with Error in theſe Points, why may not the ſame 
have hapned touching the Change relating to the Zuchar//e, 


MR. Arnaud will reply without doubt, the Doftrine of Tranſubſtantiati- 
on is a Point of greater Importance, than thoſe I now mentioned, and 
therefore it might well happen that theſe ſlight and inconſiderable Matters 
were never diſputed of; but that we muſt not ſuppoſe the ſame Moderation 
in reference to the ſubſtantial Converſion, which holds a higher rank in Re- 
ligion. I anſwer, firſt it cannot be ſaid theſe Articles I mentioned are of ſmall 
Importance. For as to the firſt of them, it is of great Importance to Chri- 
ſtian Piety, not to give this Encouragement to the Wicked, that live how 
they will, they may hope to be delivered one day from the Pains of Hell. 
As to the ſecond,it has bin already reckoned among(t the Number of Hereſies, 
by St. /renens, Fpiphanins, Philaſtrins, St. Auſtin, and Gregory the great. The 
third concerns the Canon of Holy Scriptures, which ought to rule our Faith, 
and the fourth is attended with the Execration of the Greeks. Thele things 
then cannot be lighted as ſmall and inconſfiderable Matters. But 1n the ſe. 
cond place I anſwer, rojudg rightly of the Importance of Tranſubftantiati- 
on, we muſt conſider it, not in it ſelf, nor in relation toour preſent Diſputes, 
but to the Greeks and their Diſputes with the Zatins ; which is to ſay, we 
ſhould conſider what Judgment Perſons plunged in Ignorance, could make of 
it, and whoſe whole Religion, almoſt wholly conſiſts of Grimaces and ſuper- 
ſtitious Ceremonies ; who have lived hitherto in Diſorders and perpetual 
Confulions, and have had the Zatizs continually to deal with, and bin for- 
ced to accommodate themſelves with them as much as poſſible; who never 
found Tranſubſtantiation amongſt the Points about which the rwo Churches 
diſputed 'in the beginning, and ſeparated afterwards, in fine, Perſons with 
whom the 7.atins never openly quarrelled about this Article, but agreed with 
them incertain general Terms. Ler any Man conſider whether Perſons in 
theſe Circumſtances are capable of making all due Refleftions on the Opini- 


on of the Zatins, and examining the Importance and Weight of this Diffe- 
= Oo rence, 
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rence, which is between the DoArines of the two Churches. Let any Man 
judg whether *tis impoſſible they ſhould abſtain tomake thereof a particular 
Controverſy, and content themſelves with their own Opinion, and Exprefſi- 
ons, without concerning themſelyes with other People's. , 


11I. I produce in the third place, Examples of the Silence of the ſame 
Greeks, touching ſome Opinions of other Eaſtera Chriſtians, who have a 
nearer Commerce with them than the Zatixs, and yet we do not find they 
Z1cob. « Yuri TEproach them with their Opinions, nor diſpute with them about 'em. The 
biſe, 9riem, Facobits TejeCt the Cuſtom of confeſſing their Sins to the Prieſt.7hey hold ano- 
cap. 76. ther Frror,lay's De Purywhich is no If; an Error than that of Circumciſing their 
Children, which is, that they do not confeſs their Sins to the Prieſt, but to God 
Pullim lib. 2. alone in Secret. They confeſs not their Sins to any Man, ſay's Villemont, but 
Cap. 22 to God alone in private : They cannot indure to hear of auricular Confeſſion, ſay's 
es i Boucher, but when they have committed any Fanlt that troubles their Conſciences, 
ſil Fox. Cuts. they confeſs themſelves to God alone. They do not allow of the ſacramental Confeſ- 
ric. lib, 2. c.6. ſion, lay's Cottoric, alths "tis admitted by both the Greeks and Latins, ſaying we 
muſt confeſs our Sins to God, whoonly knows the Hearts of Men. The #acobits 
are diſperſed over all Paleſtine, Syria, Eg ypt and all the reſt of the Zaſff. One 
of their Patriarchs reſides at Aleppo, — have an apartment, as well as 
the other Chriſtians, in the Church of the Holy Sepulcher at Zer»/alem, and 
conſequently hold a perpetual Commerce with the Greeks. And yet do 1 
not find the Greeks haye ever diſputed with them about auricular Confeſſion, 
nor denoted the RejeQion they make thereof, as if it was an Error, Dame- 
ſcex mentions them in the Treatiſe he wrote of Hereſies. He remarks their 
Opinion touching the Unity of our Saviour's Nature, but mentions not a 
Word of Confeſſion. NVicephorus Calliſtus oblcrves likewiſe in his Eccleliaſti- 
cal Hiſtory, their Hereſy touching the Uniry of our Saviour's Nature, but 

takes no notice of their rejeQting the Article of Confeffion. 


THE Yeftorians which are another Chriſtian Church in the Zaſt,and have 
as well as others their apartment in the Temple of the Holy Sepulchre at 
Feruſalem, and are conſequently continually amongſt the Greeks in this place, 
where their common Devotion brings them, do acknowledg no more than 
the Zacobits the Doftrine of Confeſſion, nor that of Confirmation, as ap- 
pears by the Profeſſion of Faith of Su/ak their Patriarch, which is inſerted in 
the Bibliotheca Patrum. Let Mr. Arnaud {hew us if he can, that the Greeks 
have raiſed any Controverſies on this Subje& ; he I ſay that believes theſe 
latter, are at agreement with the Zatins touching the number of ſeven $a- 
craments. 


Thom.aFeſu, THOMAS a Feſa tells us that the Pope having ſent Apoſtolical Legats 
Ub. 7. part. 2. for the Reforming of the' Maronites, and purging their Books from ſome 
4p Errors, which were common to them, lay's he, as well as to other Faſters Natt- 
ons, that is to ſay other Chriſtians in that Country, they found they miſunder- 

ſtood ſome Paſſages of Scripture, and eſpecially that touching the Inſtitutt- 

on of the Sacrament, this 1s my Body. They affirm, ſay's he, that we mui 

read, this is the Sacrament of my Body. Let Mr. Arnand. be pleaſed to tell us 

whether the Greeks ever cenſured the Propoſition: of theſe other Eaſtern 

Churches in the midſt of whom they live. For if it be true that the Greeks 

believed Tranſubſtantiation as, well as the Zarizs, *is the ſtrangeſt thing in 

the World they ſhould approve ſuch a Corruption, or ſuch an Interpretati- 

on of the Wards. of Chriſt, ſeeing *ris only on the. literal Sence of rn 

ords 
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Words the Church of Rome pretends her DoQine is grounded. 


Iſhall provein its place, as clearly as 'tis poſſible to prove a thing of this na- 
ture, that the 4rmerians do not believe Tranſubſtantiation, nor the ſubſtanti- 
al Preſence. This Truth will be plainly manifeſt, and yer it will not appear 
the Greeks ever upbraided them with this their Opinion, or made thereof a 
Point of Controverly. Were it fair to argue from the Silence of the Greeks, 
might I not conclude from their not diſturbing the Armenians in reference to 
this matter, that they are agreed with them to rejet theſe DoQrines, and 
conclude it too with a thouland-times more Strength and Evidence, than Mr. 
Arnaud concludes they are at Agreement with the Zatizs to believe it, be- 
cauſe they do not make thereof a Controverſy. 


AND here methinks are Inſtances enough to overthrow Mr. Arnaud's 
Argument, and diſcover the weaknels of his Conſequence. But we muſt 
proceed farther, for having ſhewed him that the Principle on which I ground 
my Anſwer is reaſonable, to wit, that the Greeks do not believe Tranſubſtan- 


tiation, altho they never diſputed againſt it, I will likewile ſhew him there - 


is all the likelyhood in the World that the matter is asI lay it down, whence 
it will follow that not only his Conſequence has no Neceſſity, but even no 
Probability. 


I. FOR this Effeft it will be neceſſary to call to mind the profound Igno- 
rance wherein the Greeks have lived from the eleventh Century, till this pre- 
ſent. For Ialready related in the ſecond Book what //m. of 7yre, Fames de 
Vitry, Belen, Cottovic, Anthony Caucus, Francis Richard, Allatius,du Loir, The- 
venot, and Barbereau the Jeſuit have written of this matter. I moreover pro- 
duced the Teſtimonies of Bozinus, and Zhomas « Feſu. All which has no other 
cad but to ſhew us the miſerable Condition wherein this Church has for ſo 
long time layn. Obſerve here likewiſe what ſay's a Latiniz'd Monk called 


Barlaam,who lived about the beginning of the fourteenth Century. 7here are, Berlagm Fp:(e 
fay'she, few Perſons among ſt them that trouble themſelves with Learning : Aud 7,1." 


there are yet fewer that apply themſelves to the Study of the Scriptures, preferring 
the Heatheniſh Sciences above it, to which they willingly apply themſelves. All 
the People in general are iznorant eſpecially of that Holy Word that brings Sal- 
vation ; So ho for one Perſon among # them that underitands the Summary of the 
Chriſtian Faith, there are Millions ignorant of it. Obſerve here morcover 
- What Cyrillus Zucaris ( the ſame Patriarch mentioned in the preceding Book) 
writes. /can bear with the Tanorance of the common People, for 7 know their Jo- 
norance and Simplicity can defend them againſt the Enemies of their Faith,whom 
they Combat not with Arms, but Patience, and ſo remain faithful to Feſus Chriſt, 
But 1 cannot bear with the Jznorance and Stupiaity of our Paſtors and Biſhops;and 
therefore 7 continually upbraid them with it, but to no purpoſe, The Feſuits 
making their advantage thereof, have ſetled themſelves in Conſtantinople to 
inſtrutt Youth, and are like Poxes among ſt Geeſe. Ir is certain we can find no 
Book from this People worth our Reading, written ſince Photiz's time, ex- 
cepting ſome few Hiſtories, and ColleQtions of the antient Canons, the reſt 
only conſiſting in Explanations of their Liturgy, and ſome pittiful Treatiſes, 
wherein they Tranſcribe one out of another Word for Word, without any 
Art, or Sence almoſt. 


IL WE- ſhould likewiſe conſider the temporal State of Greece ſince the 
elcycnth.Century to this preſent, for there can be nothing. imagined more 
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dreadful and miſerable. Moſt of their Emperors have been either lazy or 
effeminate, continually accompanied with Misfortunes, or Prophane and 
Impious Perſons that made a Mock of Religion, or Villains that aſcended the 
Throne by Seditions and Murthers, by means whereof Greece became divi- 
P:teav. Nt. Jed into FaRtions and horrible Confuſtons. In the Year 1034, Romanus Argh. 


1por. ex Cu- 1 f | 
ho ": 8. ras the Emperor having loſt Hria, was cruelly murthered by 'the Treachery 


18. of Zoa his Wife, who gave the Empire afterwards to her Adulterer 1/7;chae!, 
Ibid, Michael Reigned ſeven Years poſſeſſed by the evil Spirit: He loſt Sicily and 

Bulgaria, and at length turned Monk in the Year 1041. Zoa his Wite adopt- 
Ilid. ed one Michael Calaphatus, and made him Emperor ; but four or five Months 


after, ſhe cauſed his Eyes to be bored out, and gave the Empire to Coſtar- 
> tin Monomaque whom {he eſpouſed. He loſt Poville and was terribly beaten by 
the Serviens, who killed forty Thouſand of his Men. Conſtantin dyed in 


, Did. 1054, anda Woman named Zhtodors ſucceeded him, who Reigned bur one 
Year. After her came onenamed Michael Stratiotique, who Reigned allo but 

k44d, one Year. /ſ/aack Commenus dilpoſſeſſed hini and took his Place, wherein here- 
mained orewhelmed with Diſeaſes for the ſpace of two Years and ſome 

Ibid. Months. He reſigned the Empire 1n the Year 1059 to Conftantin Ducas a dull 


and mean Spirited Prince,who ſuffered the Barbarians to waſt Greece by their 
Incurſions. Romanus Diogenes ſucceded him, who was taken by the 7urks and 
afterwards releaſed, but being returned, his SubjeAts put out his Eyes, and 


—_ made him dye a miſerable Death. Michael Parapinacius whocame after him, 
Lid, was not more fortunate. Vicephorns Botionatus _ Dethroned him, put 
| him into a Monaſtery. WVz:cephoras having ill Reign'd was treated after the ſame 

Ibid. manner by Mexius Comnenus, who took the Empire in the Year 1081: Mex 


#5 Reign'd thirty ſeven Years, and diſhonoured his Reign by a thouſand 
perfidious ACtions and Wickedneſſes z The French beat him ſeveral times and 
in fine, he dyed forſaken by all the World. 


11m. 1ib.s, HIS Son ZFobuComnenus ſucceded him, and after him Fmanael, a wretch- 

Cp. 21. edand perfidious Prince who delighted to diſturb the Peace of the Church 
by his curious Queſtions and new Decrees, and who in fine, to crown his 
Life witi the moſt horrible Impieties, deſigned to bring in Mahometifm into 

Tia, his Empire. Zmanzel left his Crown to his Son Aexins, who kept it but three 
Years, for he was miſerably put to Death by Apdronicus who leized on the 
Throne as the Reward of his Crime : Yet did he not enjoy it long, for two 
Yearsafter /ſaack Angels ſtirred up the People againſt him, who cut him in 
pieces. Mexius Angelus a while after cauſed his Brother //aac*s Eyes to be 
put out, and took from him the Empire. His Nephew whole Name alſo was 
Alexins, addreſſing himſelf to the Zatins, they drove out the Uſurper from 
the Throne, and ſetled him in it, againſt whom aroſe one 4Zur/u!phus, and 
buth one, and the other, having undone themſelves by their Perfdioulneſs, 
the Empire fell into the Hands of the Zatins in the Year 1204. 


THE LZatins held the Empire fifty eight Years till 1261, wherein 4: 
chacl Paleclozus took the City of Conſtantinople from them. Which Michael 
obtained the Empire by Murther, he cauſed the lawful Emperors Eyes tobe 
put out ( who was Zobs 7heodorws Laſcaris*s Son, being but twelve Years of 
Age, and ſeated himſelf in his Throne. He was both a cruel and crafty Prince, 
and abuſed his Subjes in a thouſand manners, being ever ready to Sacrifice 
the Church and Religion to his Intereſt. L2dronicus his Son ſucceded him, a- 
gainſt whom his Grandſon named likewiſe Andronicus arole ſeveral times,and 


atlength took from him his Crown, and reduced him to the condition of a 
private 
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private Perſon. His Succeſſors were all of 'em effteminate Perſons, under 
whom the Greek Empire retain'd not the leaſt Shadow of its firſt Dignity, 
till ſuch time as at length in the Year I453, Conſtantinople was taken by the 
Turks, and every one knows how ſince that tume the Greeks have lived un- 
der the Domination of thoſeInfidels. 


A Man may ealily imagine Greece could not be long happy nor quiet under 
ſuch Emperors. There were nothing but Seditions, Monopolies, Revolts, 
and civil Wars within, .and unfortunate Wars without, ſometimes againſt 
the Saracens, otherwhiles againſt the Zurks, and Zatins. 


Petean the Zeſuit dilcourſing of the State of this Empire under the Paleo- R1tim. rem. 
lagnes, did not ſtick tocompare it to 4 Sea Monſter, whom the Flement had 1. 9.07: 
thrown on the Shore, deadly wounded, yet ſtill ftrugling with Death ; or a Poy- 
ſoned Body that with much difficulty ſuſtains it ſelf, and cravls along, till ſuch 
time as the Poyſon ſtrikes into the Heart, and then it falls to the Ground and 
gives up the Ghoſt. 


IIL IT already appears to be no wonder, if a Church amids ſuch 
dreadful Confulions and Circumſtances, and oreſpread with ſuch Clouds of 
Darkneſs, never exatly diſcuſſed the Difference betwixt its DoArine and 
the Zatins, but contented her ſelf with keeping her own Belief. But cons 
ſider we moreover the Influence the Zatins had on the Greeks, and the man- 
ner after which they handled them, whereſoever they got the maſtery. We 
have ſeen in the ſecond Book how they drove the Greek Biſhops from ris, 
and Paleſtine, as ſoon asever they ſetled themſelves, as likewiſe in Greece. 
We have alſo obſerved that the Greek Emperors inſtead of encouraging their 
Patriarchs and Biſhops, and upholding the Intereſt of their Church, have on 
the contrary favoured to the utmoſt of their Power the Zatins, and under 
pretence of an Union endeavoured to ſubject the Greek Church to the Ro- 
man. Not that theſe Emperors had any kindneſs for the Religion of the 
Latins, but feared their Power, and therefore uſed all poſſible Complyance 
with the Court of Rome. They would not ſuffer its DoQrines to be ill ſpoken 
of. We have ſeen that in Zzo theninths Quarrel with Cerularius, Conitan- 
tin Monomaque fail'd not to take Zeo's Part, countenancing his Legats, and 
conſtraining /Vicet.cs Peitoratus to burn his own Book, which he wrote a- 
gainſt the Latins. We have likewiſe obſerv'd that Fobn Feccus Library keep- 
er of the Church at Coſtantinople, ſaying one day in the Emperor's hearing, 
that altho the Latins were not termed Hereticks, yet they really were ſo. Michael 
Paleologus was thereupon ſo inraged, that he reſolved to ruin him, cauſing 
him ſoon after to be impriſoned, and had effefted his Reſolution, had nor 
Feccus changed his Mind. Moreover *twas not two or three of theſe Empe- 
rors that were of this Temper, but almoſt all of *em, as appears by what 
I already related inthe ſecond Book. We mult then add to the fecond Preced- 
ing Conſiderations this third Remark, that the Greeks were forc'd to be fi- 
lent for fear of the Zatin5, and their own Emperors. It may be perhaps re- 
plyed, this hindred them not from Diſputing on the Proceſſion and Azymes. 1 
grant it, but there isa great deal of Difference berwixt maintaining old Con- 
troverlies, and raiſing new ones, which commonly beget Hatred. The Zatins 
and the Emperors laboured to make them ſilent in the old Controverſies, how 
then could they ſuffer without the greateſt Puniſhment, there ſhould be 0- 
thers begun, which would render the Deſign of a Reconciliation more dit- 


ficult ? 
IY. BUT 
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IV. BUT beſides what I already mentioned, it is requiſite to obſerye for 
what end the Emperors endeavoured this Reconciliation, ſceing this will give 
us 4 great deal of light into the Queſtion. Pachymerus relates that Afichael 
Paleologus uſed this only Argument with his Biſhops, namely, that notwith- 
ſtanding the Agreement, there ſhould be no alteration made in their Religi. 
on. Do not doubt, ſay's he, but after this/Peace the Church ſhall remain in it; 
former ſtate; It (hall not be my Fault ifAt does not : And again, 7ou need not 
be told by me how ready our Forefathers have been to comply, as often as the publick 
Good requiredit., They conſidered thati even God himſelf has not diſdained to ac- 
comedate himſelf to our Weakneſſes, in taking upon him our Fleſh, and Sufferins 
the Pains of the Croſs, by which he hath purchaſed the Salvation of the World, I; 
ready was he to comply with our Exigencies , no man can then blame us if frow 
the like Intention we endeavour to avoid the Dangers that threaten us, but on 
the contrary we ſhall be the better approved of, by thoſe that underſtand the ns. 
ture of Aﬀairs. And again, 7ou muſt not affrigbt the People by telling *m, 
we deſign to proceed any farther in this Reconciliation than we ought, and as i 
we intended to change our ancient Cuſtoms and Ceremonies for thoſe of the Latins, 
and make the ſame Confeſſien of Faith as they do. Which Diſcourſe does ma- 
nifeſtly ſhew us three things. Firſt, that there is a great deal of Difference 
between being ſilent in the Doctrine of the Zatirs, not Diſputing and Charg, 
ing them with Error, nay proceeding ſo far as a Union with them, and the 
Imbracing of their DoQrines; let Mr. Arnaud ſay what he pleaſes. For 17- 
chael deſires but the firſt of theſe, and proteſts he intends not thereby to pro- 
ceed tothe other. The ſecond thing that appears from the Diſcourle of this 
Emperor, is that the Principle on which I ground my Anſwer, and by which 
I pretend to overthrow Mr. 4rzaud's Argument, is not a Propoſition forged 
in my own Brain from the neceſſity of my Diſpute, but a Principle not only 
well known by the Greeks, but approved and practiſed in an Occaſion, far 
more important than that now in queſtion betwixt us. For *tis far leſs im- 
portant to lay aſide one of the DoCtrines of a Church, and not Diſpute on it, 
than to be united with her, and yet 'tis certain the Greek Church conſented 
to this Reunion, in hope {he ſhould keep her Religion Intire, and not receive 
any of the Dodtrines of the Zatins. In fine, Igather from Michael's Dil- 
courſe, and the EffeQ it had on the Minds of his Clergy, that the only care 
the Greeks took was to keep their own Religion, being willing to be ſilent, 
and Imbrace the Union, provided they were not forced to Imbrace the Re-' 
ligion of the Zatins. If it be replied that this was indeed the Diſpoſition of 
Michael Paleologus, but not that of his Church.; I anſwer that Afichael en. 
gapged *em to conſent to the Reunion upon this Regard, that each of the 
Churches ſhould keep its own Opinions, and not contend and charge one a- 
nother with Error. Now People arenot wont to be prevailed on by Princi- 
ples which they do not acknowledg to be good, and therefore plauſible Pre- 
tences and fair Colours are made ule to win them. Whence it follows,that the 
Greeks were far from imagining, 'twas the ſame thing not to diſpute againlt 
the Zatins on an Article, and to receive and own it with them. Whence it 
likewiſe follows,that if this Reaſon or Hope which hae! propoſed tothem 
was ſufficient to make them do a thing in which they feared he would de- 
ceivethem, ( as indeed he did) amatter which was contrary to their Duty 
and Conſcience, and againſt which they had moreover the greateſt Averſion, 
it might likewiſe be ſufficient to withhold and hinder them from doing ano- 
ther thing, to which they did not believe they were obliged,and from which 
they might refrain without the leaſt Violence to their Inclinations. cath 
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THIS RefleQion will be trengrhened by conſidering after what ſort 
Peccus the Patriarch juſtified himſelt when he became a great ſtickler in the 


Union, which he endeavoured to promote as much as in him lay. 7 never H-ttmger ex 


aeſugn'd, lay's he, by any thing 1 either thought, ſaid, or did to diſptrage any of 
the Ceremonies or Dottrines of the Greeks, but only to eftabliſh the Pexce of the 
Church, If any Perſon in imbracing this Peace has deſpiſed our Rites and Cere- 
monies, and preferred the Doitrines and Ceremonies of _ the Roman Church be- 
fore them, let him be excluded the Kingdom of Heaven, and have his Portion 
with the Trajtor Judas and his Companions, who Cracified our Saviour. We ſee 
here this Patriarch ſuppoſes a greatdeal of Difference between' the not Con- 
demning the Zatins, and letting them alone with their DoQtrinesz Nay fo 
far is he from granting Mr. Arzazd's Conſequence, that he makes this a Prin- 
ciple whereby to juſtity himſelf to the Greeks, which isa Sign that this Propo- 
ſition agreed with the Genius of that Nation. For People are not wont to 
juſtify themſelves by Maxims odious 2nd publickly abhorred , if Michael Pa- 
leologus, Veccus, or the Greeks in general, have diſpleaſed Mr. 4r2444 by this 
their Department, they are excuſable : For in thole Days the World was not 
acquainted with the Secrets of his Reaſoning : The Rules of his Logick were 
not then publiſhed. They may henceforward become a Rule to Poſterity, 
but he muſt not expeCt they ſhould be more priviledged than the Edits of 
Princes which have no rerroaCtive Virtue. 


V. TO convince Mr. Arzaud that the Greeks are averſe to Controyerſies z 
I need only repreſent to him what Anthony Eparkns of Corcyra wrote to Phi- 
lip Melanithon. For having told him how careful the 7iutks are to eftabliſh 


JvAllat in Orth. 
Gree. Pag. 6s. 


their Religion n_ and to extend the Limits of their Empire. JF Turco. Gree r: 


would be very abſur d, ip 

Condition we are in. 1t behoves us to watch ana apply our ſelves dilivently to the 
avoiding the Danger threatning us, leſt we loſe our Poſſeſſions here on® Earth, 
whilſt we idly and over curiouſly inquite into the things of Heavex#, "Tis cer- 
tain the Greeks do not care to concern themſelves overmuch about the things 
of thenext Life: Their Thoughts being wholly taken up with their worldly 
Intereſt, this being the Key that opens and ſhuts their Mouths. 


POSSEV IN the Jeſuit diſtinguiſhes the Greets into three Rabks, the 


frſt of People who are very 4norant: The ſecond, of thoſe that having ſome 2 


adds he, for us to Diſpute of ſublime Matters, in the *.Pag- 5459 


oth, ſclert, 
t.4ge Cn 


Experience, and beholding on one hand the 1ajefty of' the Roman Church, and Gree. lib. 54 
on the other the Miſery of the Greek one, the Pomp of the Sacrament of the La- ©: 24 


tins, and the Neglet# wherewith the Grecks treat theirs, conclude that the 
Roman Church is better beloved by God almighty than the Greek one. The third 
is of thoſe who having forme knowledg of the Horld, ave yet tranſported by an ha- 


bitual Hatred againſt the Latins, altho therr Biſhops and moſt. prudent Perſons 4-. 


mongſt themare of another 7emper, and" not knowing. for the moſt part, what 
they ſay or would have 3 they Compare phe Greek and Roman Church "rogether, 
their Ceremonies with onrs,. and prefer their Priefts to onr Latin Prieſts, ſuppo- 
ſing them not ſo vicious as ours. 7et they dare not affirm we are in aw Error, or 
that what we believe or practiſe touching the Sacrament is unwarrantable. But they 
affirms as to themſclues, that they are inthe right Hay, and do not doubt of Sat- 
vation in their own Religion. Obſerve theſe two things, firft tharthe Greek 


Biſhops and prudenteſt Perſons in their Church, areaverſe to Controverſies. . 


And ſecondly, that thoſe that are not, content themſelves with maintaining 
their own DoQrines, without condemning thoſe of the Zetins. 
VI. BUT 


— 
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VI. BUT it will be demanded why then did they Diſpute on the Pro. 

ceſſion of the Holy Spirit, -and the Azymes ? I anſwer becauſe theſe two 

Points firſt occaſioned the Separation of the two Churches. Photius adhered 

eſpecially to the firſt of theſe, and Cerularins tothe latter. The reaſon why 

the Greeks have ſo earneſtly ſtuck to theſe two Particulars, ſeems to be out 

of a Principle of Conſtancy. They have followed the firſt and original Cay. 

ſes of their Quarrel with the Zatirs, treading in the Steps of their Predeceſ. 

ſors. Had they found the Article of the ſubſtantial Converſion in their way, 

they had without doubt ſtumbled at it, but not meeting with it, 'tis no mar- 

vel if they took no notice thereof, no more than of other DoQrines. Bur 

why was not this point at firſt comprehended amongſt thoſe that cauſed the 

Separation of the two Churches? The Anſwer is caſy ; becauſe Tranſub- 

ſtantiation was not then eſtabliſhed in the Roman Church. Photius began 

the Separation towards theend of theninth Century : Cerularims renewed it 

about the middle of the eleventh, and the firſt that determin'd the ſubſtanti- 

al Converſion was Gregory the VII, inthe Year 1079, fothat *tis no maryel 

if they diſputed not about it. . 

VII. NEITHER do I underſtand the Greeks could have juſt Cauſe to 

Uiſpute this Point againſt the Body of the Latin Church in general, before 

the Council of Coxſtance, that is to ſay, before the fifteenth Century : For 

altho Gregory the VII made his Determination inthe Year 1079, asI already 

ſaid, and Zanocent the II had done the ſame in the Council of Zatrar, 

in the Year 1215, yetthere were ſeveral People that did not eſteem theſe 

kind of Deciſions as legitimate and authentick Declarations of the Church, 

Rupert. in Fo- Every body knows that Rupert who lived in the twelveth Century, publick- 
__ _ mY ly taught that the ſubſtance of Bread remains in the Zuchariſt, and becomes 
400-24" the Body of Chriſt by an hypoſtatical Union with the Word. Avſelm wrote 
againſt him, and AMperss diſputed againſt his Opinion, but he was never 
Condemned for an Heretick. We know likewiſe what Darand of St. Porcien 

taught, who lived in the beginning of the fourteenth Century, to wit, that 

the Subſtance of Bread remains, and that loſing its firſt form of Bread, it 

receives the form of the Body of Chriſt, in the ſame manner the Food we 

*B:l1 de 34+ take receives the form of our Body. * Bellarminacknowledges that this Opi- 
- wg nion, may be called a Transformation, but not a Tranſubſtantiation. . Yet was 
Zenſ, tom. -de not Durand Proſecuted nor Condemned as an Heretick, nor his DoCtrine Cen- 
Sacr, cap. 65+ ſyred. ' We moreover know what was taught by John of Paris of the Or- 
Teed. 31-1" der of Fryar Preachers, and Divinity Profeſſor at Paris, who lived towards 
iblioth. $.y.- the end of the thirteenth Century. 7hat altho he approved of the common Opi- 
for Pariſ. cus. non touching the Converſion of the Subſtance of Bread into the Body of Chrift, yet 
Frau Deteri®® he durſt not affirm this to be an Article of Faith, neceſſarily to be believed as de- 
_ Pari. termi a by the Church, and that there was another more popular Opinion, and per- 
ſis, pradieato- haps more rational and conformable to the true Dottrine of the Sacrament, namely 


| ve pena the Aſſumption of the Subſtance of Bread by the perſon of the ord, We know 


Chrifli in Sace, 19 fine, what Peter Dailly, Cardinal and Biſhop of Cembray wrote, who li- 
Altare &c. vedabont the beginning of the fifteenth Century, namely, that it does not 
Intendo dicere follow ( in his Opinion ) from the Churches Determination, that the Subſtance of 
NW OR." 2d ceaſes.” - 


tram © realew 

corpors Clriſts in Sacramento eAltaris, & qgrod non eft 1b; ſolumin figno, © licet teneam © approbem illorum ſolemnem 
Cprmonem, quod cor s Chrifts eft in Sacramemo Altaris per converfionem ſubſtancie panis in ipſum, © qued iph mane- 
ant accidentsa fine ſubjefio, non tamen audeo dicere quod boc cadet ſub fide mea, ſed poteft aliter ſalvari vera, © realis exe 
iftentta corperis Chrifts in Sacramento Altaris. * Proteftor tamen quod fi oftenderetur diftus modus determinatus eſſe per 
Sacrum cationem, aut per Feelefiam, aut per Concelium generale, aut per Papam, qui virtute continet totam Eccleſia oe 
quid dicam volo haberi pro non difto, & flatim paratus ſum revocars, qued fi non fit determinatus, contirgat tamen actre 
enars, flatim paratus ſum aſſemtire, In 4s Sent, Queſt. 6, - Art. 4, 1T 

B 


k — 


——_— 
— 


Chae, V. the Belief of the Greek Church, 289 


EE i es 


BUT to the end it may not be ſaid, theſe are the Opinions of particular 7 Fudi- 
Perſons who might be miſtaken, 1 will here produce the Judgment of the 71,750 
Divines at Paris in the beginning of the fourteenth Century, that is to ſay, prejentia Cur. 
about the Year 1304, touching Fobn of Paris, and concerning the Aſſumpri- 21 magiftr:- 
on of the Subſtance of Bread, as is contained in a Manuſcript of the Libra. tos dis _ 
Ty of St. Vitor in theſe Words. 7he Opinion of the Faculty in Theology, inthe unumque wn. 
Preſence of the Maſters of the Colledg, touching both the Ways whereby the Bo- dum pinenl; 
dy of Chriſt may be ſaid to exiit on the Altar ( to wit, that of the Converſion. of ol an Jpn 
the Subſtance of Bread, and that of the Aſſumption of this Subſtance by the 1, ,,, wear' 
Word ) both which Opizions it holds and approves by and by the Te- me probabils 6 
were, 4 the Fathers. Tet it ſays that neither of theſe two ways has been de- GR = 
termined by the Church, and therefore never a one of them is an Article of Faith, (i. 4, wall 
and if it ſaid otherwiſe, it would not have ſaid ſo well, and thoſe that expreſs ma) & per 
themſelves otherwiſe, ſay not ſo well,and he that poſitively aſſerts that either one or 4a Santo 


the other of theſe Modes is an Article of Faith, incurs the Sentence of an A-." diets 14. 


- 2 4 . men quod nul- 
nathema, 1 denote in the Margin the proper terms of the Manuſcript accord- tus of determ: 
ing as they lye under this Title, ZFudicium Facultatis Theologie. natus per Ece 


' cleftan 5 ideo 
nullum cadere 


FO HM of Paris met with Oppofition from 7/illiam of Orillac. Biſhop ju fide. Et 
of Paris, and ſeveral other Biſhops. Yet did they not condemn his Sentiment, alir:r dixifſee 
nor contradiCt what the Faculty of Theology ſaid, bur filenced him, and. 7% _ | 
forbad him the Chair ; Whereat he made his Appeal to Rome, where he —_ 
came himſelf, and had a Committy appointed to hear him, ' but Zobn dying minus bene Ji. 
before his Aﬀair was ended, the Court of Rowe proceeded no farther in it. £#%,& qui de 
Mr. Arnaud who will needs have the Greeks not to be ignorant of what paſ: ns = 
ſed amongſt the Zatins, and ſuppoſes all Greece to reſound with Berexgarius's mum preciſe 
Condemnation ; and Peoples /aly with Greeks, and Greece with Zatins, with cadere ſub fe 
order tO give one another account of whatſoeyer concerned the Dattrine of — 
Tranſubſtantiation, who will have the very Soldiers entertain themſelves = upp tag 
- with itin the Army, as well as the Pilgrims in their Voyagesz can he-I ſay ma 

find in his Heart to tell us, that the Greeks knew not what ſuch. famous Aur 
thors as Rupert, Durand, Fohn of Paris and Cardinal Daily publickly main- 
tained in the twelvth, thirteenth, fourteenth, and fifteenth Century, that 
* they knew not what paſſed in one of the chief Cities in the Ze, and in a 
Faculty ſo illuſtrious as that of Paris, that they knew not an Aﬀair that; was 
carried to Rome, and touching which that Court made no Deciſion? In truth 
if they knew nothing of this, and that neither the Pilgrims, nor Ambaſſa- 
dors, nor Soldiers, nor Inquiſitors, nor the Greeks in Ztaly, nor the, Zatins in 
Conſtantinople, gave them no Notice thereof, they may have been ignorant 
as well of other things, and Mr. frzaxd's Aſſurance ſignifies nothing, that 
their Curioſity made them ſearch into all things. For altho that in ſome of theſe 
Centuries there were no more Croiſado's into the Holy Zard, nor Zatins that 
hetd the Greek Empire ; yet the Commerce between the Greeks and. Letins 
was frequent, and both one and thother were often together in Zaly, and ſe- 
veral other places; and it was a very eaſy matter to ſend Notice to the Greeks 
of what paſſed in the ef, concerning theſe DoQors. Should, Mr. Arnaud 
ſay they knew this, he muſt not take ir ill,if they made this a Reaſon for their 
Silenceand Reſervedneſs ; For why ſhould they accuſe a Church wherein it is 
permitted to affirm, that the Subſtance of Bread remains,wherein it is affirm- 
ed that there is nothing to be poſitively afſerted concerning the Subje& of 
Tranſubſtantiation, and Appeals made to Rome it ſelf thereupon, and yet this 
Court does not fo much as declare the contrary. 
Pp VII. SUPPOSING 
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VIIL SUPPOSING the Greeks believed Tranſubſtantiation, how 
came it to paſs they were not ſcandaliz'd at the boldneſs of all rheſe Authors ? 
Why would they not ſatisfy themſelves in ſo conſiderable a Point as thar 
which theſe Authors bandled, namely that the Church had not yet determi- 
nedany thing worry oma Converſion of the Subſtance of Bread? Why did 
they not reprovethe Zatixs for this, and eſpecially the Roman Church for be- 
ing ſilent in a Particular wherein her Belief and PraQtice were concern'd. 
Let Mr. Arnasd give us a Reaſon for this Relervednels of the Greeks, who 
makes them ſuch great Diſputers? And let him alſo ſhew us a Reaſon for the 
Church of Rome's Silence ? Thatthe DoCtrine of Tranſubſtantiation is not an 
Article of Faith, and thatthe Church has not yet determin'd it fo to be, we 
find Fohn of Paris ready tojuſtify within the Walls of Rome it ſelf, and yer (he 
takes nonotice of it, She ſuffers a Perſon to dye in this Error, neither Con: 
demns his Opinion, nor Memory, and that which is moreover worſe, is,that 
ſhe leaves the whole World in ſofpence abouta Point wherein the Faith of all 
her Children are concern'd. For if a man doubts whether the Converſion of 
Subſtances be a Point of Faith, he cannot believeit as a Point of Faith. And 
if a man cannot believe it as a Point of Faith, how will he be perſwaded of 
the Truth of it? And ifit muſt be held only as a probable Opinion of Learned 
men, what will become of it when we ſhall find it ſo improbable, and ſo lir- 
tle agreeable to right Reaſon? Yet does not the Church of Rowe mention a 
Word of this, but lets the Queſtion ly Dormant, 1o that ſhould we argue 
from her Silence, as Mr. £r»avd does from that of the Greeks, we might 
conclude ſhe approves John of Paris his Opinion, ſeeing ſhe does not con- 
demn it. YetwillI not goſo far ; It ſuffices me that the Church of Rowe has 
not condemaed the Propoſition in Queſtion. This is enough to hinder the 
Greeks from Reproaching the Latin Church with Tranſubſtantiation. 


THIS Afﬀairof Fohn of Paris,together with the Judgment of the Facul- 
; to Theology, and Silence of the Roman Church, is of ſuch Importance, 
t this alone is ſufficient to decide the Queſtion,and manifeſt to Mr. 4rnaud 
that the DoAtrine of Tranſubſtantiation has not been perpetual in the Church. 
For that a Faculty ſo conſiderable as is that of Paris ſhould aſſure us this man- 
ner of the Exiſtence of Chriſt's Body inthe Eucharift,is not determined by the 
Church, nor is an Article of Faith, and whoſoever ſhall aſſert that it is ſo, 
ought to be Anathematiz'd. That the Aﬀair having been carried to Rome, 
that Court be filent therein, and determine nothing about it; I ſay this 
is enough to refute this pretended Perpernity, which Mr. Arnaud has taken 
upon him to defend. 


BUT return we to the Greeks. We may add to what Talready mention- 
ed this conſiderable Remark, which is, that the Zatizs never raiſed a Dil- 


pute with the Greeks about the general Expreſſions which theſe laſt make ulc 
of touching the Zuchariſt. 


BUT before we carry on this Conſideration any farther, it is neceſſary 
that T put the Reader again in mind, that the Qyeſtion is not to know whe- 
ther the Greeks have the ſame Opinion with us touching the Zucharif, much 
leſs whether they explain themſelves after the ſame manner. This is Mr. 4r- 
»aud's perpetual Tluſion, to ſuppoſe we make them Berengariens ; and 'tison 
this wrong Ground whereon he builds his whole Diſcourſe. We ſcarcely 

' meet with any other but theſe kind of Arguings in his Diſpute, 2iz. Whe- 


ther 
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ther the Greeks were Bereneariens ? Whether they Believed the Bread in the 
Sacrament to be only a Figure? Whether they underſtood our Saviour's 
Words in the Sence of Siznificat,cc. To the end then the Reader may not be 
deceived,l do here again acknowledg that the Greeks believe a great deal more 
touching the Euchariſt than we do, that they expreſs themſelves otherwiſe a- 
bout it, and follow neither the Sentiments nor Exprefſions of Berengarins, 
Neither have we given Mr. /4r2aad any Occaſion to aſſert what he does. We 
only affirm'd they do not believe the Tranſubſtantiation of the Roman Church, 
- nor worſhipped the Sacrament with a ſovereign Adoration and*tis upon this 
Mr. Arnaud ought to argue to deal fincerely. 


AND therefore I ſay the Zatins never diſputed with the Greeks touch- 
ing their Expreſſions, how general ſoever they have been; They have indeed 
done what they could whereby to introduce inſenſibly amongſt them the 
Terms of wlsCioCi, and of wilacohy n* grin, 7; ranſubſtantiation, change 
of Subſtance, They have for this purpoſe made uſe of their Profelytes, and 
Scholars of the Seminaries, to whom they have given the Confeſſion of Faith 
which we obſerved in the preceding Book, in which thoſe Terms are found. 
They have ſet 'em down in Latin in the Acts of the Reunion. But in the Greek 
of theſe ſame Att, they have contented themſelves with the general Expreſ- 
fions of 7iAtiwns, wyiacucs, uilxeohy, as we have already ſeen. They have 
not quarrelled with them about '*em, for Reaſons not hard to be underſtood, 
and which we ſhall ſee hereafter,and when the Proſelytes and Scholars of the 
Seminaries found their Terms were not receiy'd, they became angry thereat, 
but on the contrary accomodated themſelves to others. We cannot then won- 
der if this ConduCt has kept the Greeks from diſcuſſing any farther the Diffe- 
rences which ſeparate the two Churches.They agreed in the general Expref(- 
ſions, that the Bread is made the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, that 'tis changed in- 
to his Body, and the Zatins required no more, 


T HE Snare lay hid under this Complyance, and this Condu@t kept off 
the Greeks from all Inquiries. For, for to find the Difference there is between 
the DoArine of the Greeks, 2nd that of the Zatizs, and make a right Judg- 
ment thereon, we mult nor lightly and ſuperficially examine them, ſeeing 
they require an application of Mind and Study.We muſt read Latin Authors, 
compare them with the DoCtrine of the Ancients,and with that of the Greek 
Church, and not ſuffer our ſelves to be ſurprized with falſe appearances,but 
conſider the two Dottrines themſelves, and eſpecially their Conſequences, 
to find wherein they differ ; For at firſt Sight the Difference ſeems not 
great. They explain themſelves ſometimes in the like manner, but their 
Conſequences intinitely differ, as has been obſerved in the laſt Chapter of the 
preceding Book. Now how few amongit the Greeks have been able to go 
thro with this Diſcuſſion; and of thoſe that were capable, how few were in 
a condition to make a right Judgment ? We have ſeen what Bozius ſaid of 
'em from the Relation of one Gregory, that under the Empire of Andronicus, 
(he means I ſuppole Anaronicus the younger, in whoſe Reign the Re- 
union of the Churches was again propoled } there was no Perſon to be found 
in all Greece, that was able to Diſpute with the Latins about Religious Matters. 
Can it ſeem ſtrange,that People ( who could not maintain their ancient Con- 
troverſies, ſo greatly inſiſted on by rheir Fathers, and which are as it were 
hereditary to them, ) ſhould neglect to diſcuſs thoſe new Do&trines I ſpeak 
of, and content themſelves with keeping their own Belief, without concern- 
ing themſelves with that of Strangers? 

Pp 2 X. MOREOVER 
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XN. MOREOVER we muſtconſider that the Greets have ever referred 
to almighty God, the knowledg of the Change hap'ning in the Euchari/, 
withonrt offering to determine it.This appears as well by their general Terms, 
as by what I already related, concerning the Confeſſion of Merrophanus the 
Patriarch of Alexandria, and the profeſſion of Faith compiled for the Sarra- 
cen Proſelytes, from the Prayer in their Z«chology, the Judgment which 
Nicetas made on the Condu® of the Patriarch Camaterus, and the Diſpute 
of Fohn the Patriarch of Feruſalem.,When then they hear the Zatirs who de- 
termine the manner of this Change, ſaying *tisa real Converſion of the Sub- 
ſtance of Bread and Wine ; we muſt not find it ſtrange,if they contain them- 
ſelves in their generalities, and neither Receive nor Condemn this Doctrine, 
Whether they do well or ill in this, I ſhall not here determine : But howſo- 
ever, 'tisin no wiſe ſtrange that People of that Temper the Greeks are of, 
ſhould thus deport themſelves. I have already obſerved elſewhere thar he 
that ſhewed himſelf moſt forward amongſt them, was the Patriarch Cyril 
for he proceeded fo far as toa poſitive Rejetion of Tranſubſtantiation, and 
yet he rejeted it only under the Title of Raſh, *@tvertcion, ſay's he, tir 
Kflevions, 7ranſubſtantiation raſbly invented. 


ALL which things being conſidered, let any Man judg whether what 1 
{ay ( concerning the Greeks not expreſly oppoſing the Doftrine of the Con- 
verſion of Subſtances,altho they did not believe it)be not grounded on all ima- 
ginable Probability,and whether on the contrary Mr. Arzaud's Conſequence, 
how ſurpriſing ſoever it may ſeem at firſt, -is not in effe& void of all kind of 
Probability. They have lived time out of mind in moſt ſtupid Ignorance; 
They have been overwhelmed in Confufions, and oppreſſed with domeſticlc 
Misfortunes : They have been continually urged by their Emperors to com- 
ply with the Zatins, that they might thereby avoid their Diſpleaſure, and 
procure their Favour ; They have been per{ſwaded that this Complyance will 
bring no Prejudice to their Religion. They are moreovera People that were 
ever noted to be naturally more than others fixt to their temporal Intereſts, 
preferring the Preſervation of their Eſtates, before their Religion. They are 
not ignorant how the Roman Church reſents it, when accuſed of Error, as 
appears by the Complaint of Cyril/zs, who ſpeaking of the Zatins, fay's that 
they obſtinately defend whatſoever they do, right or wrong let their Frrors be made 
never ſo apparent.That they maintain they can neither Frr in Beli-f nor Pradtice, 
and that which is yet worſe, they fly in the Faces of thoſe that Chriſtianly admo- 
niſh them, and ſhew them their Errors. That they perſecute ſuch with Fire and 
Sworg, as if it were not lawful to repel the Injury they do to Chriſtianity, ana to 
guard and defend our ſelves again#t the Fvil. It appears in their ordinary Con- 
verſation, how reſerved and fearful they are of offending the Zatins. The 
Queſtion of Tranſubſtantiation is not to be found amongſt their primitive and 
original Diſputes. They might likewiſe reaſonably doubt whether the Roman 
Church determin'd it before the Council of Con;Zance. The Zatins have not 
diſputed with them about it, but accommodated themſelves to the form of 
their Expreſſions. It isno eaſy matter for them to penetrate as far as the real 
Differences which diſtinguiſh the Doftrines of the two Churches.And in fine, 

one of their Maxims is, that they may very well leave the Knowledg of the 
Change which happens in the Zacharift, unto God, without troubling them- 
ſelves any farther about ir. Is it not nearer to Truth to ſay as I do, that it 
does not follow theſe People believed Tranſubſtantiation, altho they have 


not made thereot a Point of Controverſy, 2nd kept themſelves in a kind of 
Aeadium, 
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Medium, neither Believing it, nor Condemning it ; than to ſay as Mr. 4-- 
naud does, that if they have not oppoſed it, nor diſputed on it,nor reproach- 
ed the Roman Church with it as an Error, it inevitably follows, they 
have, and do ſtill believe it. 


- 


CHAP. VL 


A farther Examination of Mr. Arnaud's Negative Arguments. A 
particular R efleftion concerning What paſt in the Treaties of Rewnis 
on, and eſpecially in the Council of Florence, and afterwards, 


ſons, the plainlier appears the Nullity of the Conſequence he pre- 
tends to draw thence. He ſay's for Example that 7heophylatt, re- 7, ,, .. 2 
duces all the Differences which ſeparated in his time the two Churches p. 1:4. 
to the fingle addition of the Filioq; in the Symbol. Sothat if this Principle be 
true,the Greeks and Zatins agreed in all other things but this one of the &41:0q;. 
He fay*s that Baſi/ the Archbiſhop of Zheſſalonica, writing to Pope Adrian 
the IV, Proteſts to him that the Greeks differ xot from the Latin Charch, if 
this be true, Zheophilatt has deceived us, when he tells us they differ in the 
Filioq;. He tells us that the ſharpneſs of Balſameg, who was vary much a- 
gainſt the Church of Rome, would not ſuffer hi diſſemble this Accuſation, 
(to wit, to believe Tranſubſtantiation ) which would be the moſt ſpecious of all 
others, and the moſt proper to alienate the Aﬀeitions of the Greeks, and hinder 
their Reconciliation with the Latins. But if we mult refer our ſelves in all par- 
ticulars to Balſamon's Silence, in how many Points ſhall we eſtabliſh Peace, 
wherein there was a real Diviſion ? He tells us Zutymizs wrote a Book againſt 133. z. c 117 
the Zatins, in which he only treats of the Proceſſian ofthe Holy Spirit, that ?- *%+- 
Chryſolanus the Archbiſhop of Milaiz reduced to this ſingle Article,all what- j;; 
loever he upbraidced the Greeks with; that Fobz Phernius wrote againſt 
Chryſolanus, and mentions only the Proceſſion; and that this ſame Phurning #51: p: 2054 
diſputed againſt another Archbiſhop of 4/aiz named Peter, on this Article _ om 
alone. But if Mr. 4+nud goes ov after this rate, what will become of the *** ?: 27 
Controverly touching the zyme. He tells us that /Vicolas Methoniexfis an- 
{wers Chryſolazus, and that he wrote another Treatiſe concerning the Azy- 
mes, that Euſtratins Biſhop of Vice, Theodorus Prodromus,Nicetas Seidus,and 
ſeveral other Authors ofthe twelveth Century that wrote againlt the Zatixs, 
applyed themſelves only to the Controverſies touching the Holy Spirit, and 
the {zymes, He makes an exatt Computation of all the Greeks of the four- 
teenth Century, that wrote againſt the Roman Church, and aſſures us they 
all of *em reſtraingd themſelves to theſe two Points. He farther ſhews us 2: . c. 2- 
that inthe Treaty of Agreement, which was begun in the Year 1232, :be- 
tween Gregory the IX, and Germain the Patriarch of Carine, there 
were no more mentioned than thele two Queſtions ; and that the Patriarch 
Peccus having been condemned under Anadronicus, for favouring the Latins, 
his whole charge conliſted only of the Preceſſion of the Holy Spirit, $0 ar 


T H E more we conſider the Principles on which Mr. Arnaud Rea- 
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Lib. 3. 6: 4, 


FI I i <-M 
72. itt. : D 
— % TY 7 * OI 


a 


Lib. 2. c.?. 
Pp. 177. 

Lib, 2.C,'1T- 

p. 210. 

Ibid. 

Lib, 3. C. 2. 

Þ+ 262, 

Lib. 3* C6 3» 

Ibid. 

Libs 4» + 2, 


; | :i 294 Mr. Arnaud's Proofs reſured touching Book I] V. 


if we ſtophere, we may reſtrain the differences of the two Churches to theſe 
two Articles, and eftablifh an intire Conformity in all the reſt, 


AS faſt as Mr. rand produces each of theſe things in particular, he 
fails not to conclude that the Greeks and Zatins had but one and the ſame Faith 
touching Tranſubſtantiation. Buthow happens it he has not ſeen, that if 
his Conſequence be good, it may be likewiſe concluded they have the ſame 
Opinion touching other Articles,wherein yet is found a manifeſt Difference? 
His Proofs have this Property, that if we take each of 'em in particular, they 
overthrow one another. For if the Greeks and Zatins taught only, one and 
the ſame thing, why are they made to diſpute touching the Proceſſion of the 
Holy Spirit. [f all their Differences may be reduced to the Article of the 
Holy Spirit, why do they diſpute on the Zzymes? If they be divided only in 
theſe two Points, wherefore in the Council of Florence was there mention- 
ed the DoQrine of Purgatory, the beatifical Viſion of the Saints, and prima- 
cy of the See of Rome ? Whatcertainty is there in all theſe negative Argu- 
ments, ſeeing that each of *em in particular overthrow one another ? 


HE will tell us we muſt take them all together, and conclude from thence 
in general that the Greeks and Zatins are not atall at Variance touching Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, ſeeing that in all their Diſputes agitated ſince ſo long a time, 
by ſo many ſeveral Authors, and ſo many ſeveral Occaſions, we do not find 
any Conteſt touching this Point. _ Tanſwer, we have taken them thus in the 
preceding Chapter, and found they conclude no better in general than in 
particular. I conſeatthey be taken in any ſort ; for if they be examined each 
of *em apart, their weakneſſes will ſoon be diſcovered, being contradiftory 
to one another, and if joyned together, they can produce no greater effeCt by 
their Union® than to perſwggde us the Greeks never made Tranſubſtantiation 
a Point of Cmeroratiy4 witFthe Zatizs. But this is no more than what we al- 
ready granted to Mr. rand. But that it follows hence the two Churches 
held this foran Article of both their Faiths: This we deny, and have given 
our Reaſons why we do ſo. 


BUT the more to facilitate the Judgment which ought to be made of theſe 
things, it will not be amiſs to examine ſome particular Circumſtances, by 
which Mr. 4r»aud has pretended to give Colour to his Argument. He tells 
us then, firſt, that the Greeks have been often together with the Zatins in 
Councils, and yet there was never any mention made of Tranſubſtantiation 
therein: That they were together at the Synod of Barris where Anſelm dil. 
puted againſt *em : That the Abbot Nears was an aſſeſſor at the Council 
of Zatran under Alexander the III. That the Emperor Zmanuel aſſembled a 
Council at Conſtantinople in order to a Reunion, wherein the two Parties fail- 
ed not to appear: That there was one held at /Vice upon the ſame Occaſion: 
That Michael Paleologus called ſeveral Aﬀemblies in Greece for the ſame pur- 
pole: That he ſent his Legats and Deputies from the Greek Church to the 
Councilat Zyors, in which the Reunion was concluded, and that in fine, they 
met together in the Council of Florence. 

* 

Ianſwer, there was never any Council held, either in the Za# or 7#, 
by the Greeks alone,or Zatins,nor by Greeks and Zatins both together,wherein 
all the Differences of the two Churches were propoſed to be examined.There 


_ were never any Points handled in them, but thoſe which were ever openly 


and expreſly controyerted, and even not all of them neither. In the ___ 
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of Barry, there was only handled the Point of the Proceſſion of the Holy 
Ghoſt. Does this argue they agreed in all the reſt ? 7here was not, fay's Mr. 
Arnaud, any other Difference in the Doftrines of Faith, But what matter is it 
whether the other Differences were concerning Articles of Faith, ſeeing the 
Greeks raade them the occaſion of their Separation, and ſtuck to *em with 
all poſſible earneſtneſs ? Moreover, who told Mr. Arnaud that the Greeks 
eſtcem not the Article of the Azymes as a Point of Faith, and likewiſe thoſe 
of Purgatory, and the Pope's Supremacy, &c? Neither the Greeks nor the 
Latins, ſay's Mr. Arnaud, ſuppoſed there were any other Differences between 
them in Points of Faith, than that touching the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt. 
Yet did they not agree in their Opinions about Purgatory, nos the Pope's 
- Supremacy, and yet according to Mr. Arzaud the Zatins of thoſe times reck- 
oned not theſe DoQrines amongſt the Articles of their Faith. Sure I am there 
are People of his own Communion who will not juſtify him in this Aſſer- 


tion. 


'TIS the ſame in reference to the Council of Zateresy. He is willing to 
wake uſeof it, becauſe he finds it amongſt his ColleQions, but it will be a 
hard matter far him to ſhew what paſt thereia touching the Greeks, for all 
thathe can know of it, is contained in the Lettersof George Biſhop of Corcy- 


74 to the Abbot VVedtairus, and from the Abbot's Letters again to George, pron. ad 


mentioned by Baronizs, and which relate not a Word to the purpoſe. 


T Q refute what he tells us concerning the Council of Conſtantinople un- 
der Emanuel Compnenus, Ineed only mention what he himſelf relates. 7hat 
the Latins require no more of the Greeks, than that they [hould mention the 
Pope's Name in their publick Offices, acknowledg his Supremacy, and right of Ap 
peals, Which js as much asto ſay, thatall the reſt ſignified nathing, provi- 
ded the Pope be {atisfied, = 


AT Nice were only examined the Proceſſion of the Holy Spirit, and the 
Azymes, other Differences were laid aſide. And as to what Led under M7- 
chael Paleglogus touching the Reunion of the two Churches, Mr. 4rnaxd for- 
gets to putus in mind of that Violence, Deceit, and Tyranny which that Em- 
peror uſed to accompliſh his Deſign, as we already obſerved,which was man- 
naged by Cruelty, Impriſonments, Puniſhments,and Baniſhments,and which 
drew on Michael ſuch a deadly Hatred from the Greeks, that they refuſed 
him Burial after his Death ; an Aﬀair wherein after all he cheated the Greeks, 
in making them believe that each Church ſhould keep its DoQtrines and Ce- 
Temonies, and that it ſignified nothing to amuſe the Pope with granting 
him his Supremacy, rightof Appeals, and commemoration of him ia their 
Liturgy, | 


AS to what concern'd the Council of Florexce, the Author of the Per- 
petuity having already made uſe of it, I believ'd "twas {ſufficient to anſwer 
him that whatſoeyer paſſed in it, was meere politick Intrigue, as well in 
reſpeCt of the Zatins, as the Greeks, that Pope Zugepias and his Court ated 
therein with Violence, and the Greek Emperor mannaged his Byſineſs after 
a very timerous and igtereſſed manner, and the Creek Biſhops beyrayed 
a moſt pittiful Ignorance and Weakneſs, {everal of *erm being won b 
Zatins, the reſt ſigning the Aft of Reunion without any Conlultation held 


firſt together, whence Icanclude there muſt not be rants e ta eACC 
as if the Greeks and Zatins were agreed in the Pyint of the anc Cop 
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verſion under pretence it was not debated in that Council, and that the ra- 
ther becauſe the Greeks upon their retura into their own Country openly 
renounced this pretended Reunion. 


BE my Anſwers never ſo reaſonable, yet do they not reliſh well with Mr, 
Arnaud, wherefore it muſt not be expeCted he was ſatisfied with this. Much 
leſs inquire whether *twas with or without a Preface, that he offered his new 
ObjeQionsz For *twould be a kind of Miracle if he who reproaches me with 
my Prefaces,ſhould ſo much as once enter upon Examination of a thing, with. 
out preparing the Readers by long Diſcourſes. 447. Claude, ſay's he, here, 
who can ſpeak when he pleaſes, Court Language in his Books of Divinity, pleaſant- 
ty whoa in the Preface of his. Book the Author of the tuity, that be 
decides Queſtions like a Soldier. Texamine not at preſent whether he had Reaſon 
for his application of this Expreſſion, Treſerve this for the Diſcourſe wherein 7 
defign to treat of hes perſonal Differences with this Author. But ſeeing he has in- 
zroduced this term in a ſerious Diſpute : 7 think 1 may borrow it of him, wheye- 
by to expreſs _ what ſort he pets clear of ſome conſiderable Dijficulties, and 
touching which we may ſay with great veaſon, that never Man fought his way 
thro them more Solater like than he did. And a little further; 7 cannot pro- 
duce a better Inſtance of My. Claude's Soldier like Humour, than the manner 
in which he treats of whatſoever paſſed in the Council of Florence. 


I T ſufficiently appears Mr. 4rnaud deſign'd to cenſure the uſe I made of 
the Term of Soldier-like, andthe Author of the Perperaity likewiſe Criticiz'd 
on another of my Expreſſions, viz. Fly in a mans Face. Butif Imay ſpeak 
my Thoughts of theſe Cenſures : It ſeems to me theſe kind of dealings become 
not Perſons, that profeſs a more profound Literature, and conſequently 
ſhould mind things, more than Words, not to ſay theſe Remarks are far Re- 
mote from the Subje& we handle, and contribute little to the clearing up of 
our Queſtion. Moreover what have we to do with the Court, and its Lan- 
guage in our Diſpute. I pretend not to ſpeak the Language of the Court, 
my Condition and Profeflion keeps me at ſuch a Diſtance from: it,that I know 
not what Language is ſpoke there. I do not queſtion but they expreſs them- 
ſelves politely and rationally, but paſſing my Life as I do out of the Palaces 
of great Perſonages, and farfrom the Honour of their Commerce,their ways 
of! Expreſſing thernſelves are unknown to me. Iam not perhaps ſufficient- 
ly in Love with the AgeT live in, toleave my common Expreſſions, to ac- 
commodate my ſelf to that of the Court. In ſhort, I pretend not to ſpeak 
ſo neatly, as to ſuppoſe my Style is without Fault. I leave to others the Ulc- 
ry of becoming Maſters of Language ; todiſcredit received Expreſſions, and 
introduce new ones, whether juſtly or not, Irefer my ſelf to others to juds, 
that underſtand them. In the mean time methinks Mr. 4-»aud ſhould nor 
lo greatly find fault with this Term of Soldier-like, conſidering the uſe I 
made of it. / believed, ſaid I, 7 ought much leſs to make uſe of this new Me- 
thod which that Author has found out whereby to refute Mr. Aubertin's Book,and 
in effett this is to do like Alexander, who cut the knot he could not untye, and 
to Diſpute Soldjer like. This Term'thus uſed in a Preface ſeemed ſupportable : 
Yet I am ſorry it has offended Mr. Arnaud, if it be becauſe we made his 
Friend a common Soldier, let him conſider likewiſe, we repreſented him alto 
as an Alexander. 


BUT howlſoever let's ſee whether my Anſwer concerning the Council of 
Florence, is ſo Soldier like as he pretends. Policy, ſays he, has irs Bounds, 
it 
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it has not a part in every Affair, nor effefts all things : Who doubts it ? All 
that [ attribute to the Effects of that Policy which reigned ſo much in that 
Council, was, that it obliged the Greeks to Reunite themſelves with the Za- 
tins, without a Pre examination of all the Differences between rhe two 
- Churches, in hope each of 'em ſhould keep their own DoQrines, and ſuffet 
no Innovations. This was the ſame Policy Michel Paleologus infpired his 
Biſhops with, as we already obſerved, and made them conſent to the Union 
at the Council of Zyons, under Greyory the X. Now this is called it my Did#+ 
ozary, (for Mr. Arnaad tells me too of DiFionaries of my own making ) this 
is called, | {zy, a plaſtered Union, anexternal Agreement which has no more 
than the Shadow and appearance of a Union, ſeeing that within there us # 


real Separation. 


THE Judgment which ought to be made of my Anſwer,depends ori tw 
Queſtions, the firſt, whether in effet Policy had any ſhare 1n this Aﬀair,or 
'not : theſecond, whether we may juſtly ſay that it fo far prevail'd on the 
Greeks as to make em ſilent in the Point of Tranſubſtantiation, altho they 
did not believe it. 


FOR thedeciding of the firſt Queſtion, I deſire no other Perſon than Mr, 
Arnaud himſelf, *tis no great Myſtery,ſay's he,to tell us that in this Deſign of an 1614 0.437, 
Union, touching the Differences which divided the Greeks from the Latins, there 
ſhould bepolitick Reſpetts,and humane [nterefts ; this is neither marveloks tror ut- 
But whether Juſt,or Unjuſt,is not the Queſtion,it is ſufficient to me there 
were ſuch ReſpeCts in this Aﬀair. 7he Turks, fay's he likewiſe, made great 
Progreſſes, and reduced the Emperor to the greateſt Extremity, And "firrls 
lower «7 he Emperor choſe rather to treat with the Pope and Cardinals, as being 
more able to procure bim that Aſſiſtance, he xeeted and hoped to obtain by means of 
the Union, than with the Council of Bale. Hete then we have the Policy and 

lntereſt of the Greeks deſcribed. 7he Fathers of Bale, fay's he moreover, 
were very deſirous to. raiſe up the Dignity of their Council, by an Union with the 
Greeks, and therefore they made the moſt advantag tous Offers they were able, to 
the Deputies of the Emperor John Paleologus EmanuePs Sor and ES 
Eugenus the IV intending to transfer the Council from Bale ro Ferrara,he made 
flſe of the Reunion of the Greeks for a'Pretence of this Thanſlation, and ſo orde: 
red it with the Greel: Emperor, that he engaped hims to ſend word he could not 
come toBale. So that here we have again the political Intereſt of Zugerns 
and his Biſhops.. We might here relate ſeveral matters touching the miſera- 
ble State of the Greeks, and of the Negotiations of the Council of Ba/e,and of 
Pope Zugezus with the Emperor and Patriarch, rouching the Reafons wh 
the Pope was preferred, and ſeveral other Cireumſtances. But tt is needleſs 
to prove a Point that is granted, 


COME wethen to the ſecond Queſtion, whether it may be truly faid 
that Policy ſo far prevail'd on the Greeks as to make *em ſilent on the DoQrine 
of Tranſubſtantiation, altho they did not believe it. For the clearing up of 
this Point, the Reader muſt here remember what I proved in the foregoing 

Chapter. 1. That there are two forts of different Opinions berween the 
Greeks and Zatins, ſome of which broke out into open Dilpates, and others 
not. 2, That altho the DoCtrines of the rewo Churches touching the Change 
hap'ning in the FuchariZ, are in the main infinitely different, yet is their 
Difference concealed under a Vail of Expreſſions comraon to *em both. On 
theſe two Principles 1 ſay we muſt not imagine there was made in this Coun- 
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cil a general Diſcuffion of all the Points wherein theſe two Churches differ'd, 
nor that the Union was carried on upon this Account. It was indeed art firſt 
the Sentiment of George Scholarius who told the Emperor, that to make a ſ0- 
lid and laſting Union, it was needful to examine all the Dottrines on both ſides, 
without omitting any.. But for the making of a politick temporary Union, the 
ſending of three or four Deputies was ſufficient, which would produce the ſame, if 
not a better Effeit, and would be more beneficial to their Country, than if the Fm: 
peror and his whole Clergy were preſent. This Advice was preſently liked of, 
but not taken. For there was neither mention in the Council of Chriſt's de. 
{cent into Hell, the Salvation of the Damned, Apocryphal Books, nor of a- 
ny other Points but what had been openly controverted ,and of them how ma- 
ny were paſſed over in Silence ? There was no mention of the Communi- 
on in both kind, altho the Greeks hold the neceſſity thereof,nor of the Prieſts 
Cclibacy, altho this had been formerly debated, nor uſe of carved Images, 
which the Greeks eſteem Idols, nor Miniſtry of Confirmation, whictr the 
Zatins hold belongs only to the Biſhop, whereas the Greeks adminiſter it by 
their Prieſts, altho Phorias made 1t a Caule of Separation. Neither was there 
any mention of the uſe of Blood, and Creatures ſtrangled, which the Greeks 
held unlawful, alcho Cerularins made it his chief Accuſation, nor of the vi- 
ſible Light which ſhined; about the Body of our Saviour on Mount 7 abor, 
which the Greeks hold to be a Beam of God's eternal Light, nor ſeveral other 
Errors broached by Palamas which the Greeks have embraced, nor of the 
Pope's Power to grant Indulgencies, which the Greeks deride, nor of the 
three Immerſions they believe neceſſary in Baptiſm.There was oaly mention 
of the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoft, the Lzymes, Purgatory ; the beatifical 
Viſion of the Saints, and papal Supremacy. And yet there were but ewo of 
theſe five Points diſcuſſed neither, namely that of! Purgatory, and that of the 
Holy Spirit ; the others paſſed into the Decree without Examination, as ap- 
pears by the Atts of the ſame Council. And now would Mr. 4rnaud make 
us believe that Policy could not fo far prevail on the Greeks, as to make %em 
filent in the Point of Tranſubſtantiation ? It made 'em ſilent in Points expreſly 
{et down in their Books,in others which were publickly controverted betwixt 
them and the Zatirs, andagitated in the time of their Separation, and yet 
it could not {hut their Mouths, in Reference to an Article on which they ſaw 
nothing determin'd 4ntheir Church, meither for it, nor againſt it, on which 
neither they nor their Fathers had.yet Diſputed, and of whoſe Importance 
they could not .judg, | being hindred by their Ignorance. 


MOREOVER, had Tranſubſtantiation been propoſed to have been ei- 
ther approved or rejefted,, Mr. 4rnavd's Argument would have ſome Colour 
perhaps. I lay. perhaps,; for after all; if their Policy was ſo prevalent as to 
make 'em ſign a Decree againſt their own Conſciences; wherein they re- 
nounced their ancient Opinions touching the five Articles, and received thoſe 
of the:Zatins ; who ſees not that it might as well obliged *em to receive the 
Dodrine of the ſubſtantial Converſion ? But howſoever they were not put 
upon toacknowledg it, #hid their Silence ſignifies no more on either part,but 
that both were quietly permitted to, enjoy their own Opinions. We mult 
not 1magine they pretended ro approve. by Virtue of this Union all the Do- 
Qrines of the Zatins,: and there could /be no more concluded thence at far- 
theſt, than a ſimple Toleration, as of other Points which were not diſcuſſed ; 
Now it humane [ntereſt was ſo powerful over the Greeks as to make 'em 
abjure their own Opinions, and-embrace in appearance others, can it be 
thought ſtrange they ſhould paſs over in Silence an Article of that kind It 
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ſeems on the contrary that Zeal for their Religion, if they had any ſpark of 
x yetlefr, ſhould oblige 'em to reſtrain the Diſpute toa few Points, for they 
would lole as many of *em as they propoſed. The neceflity of their Aﬀairs 
forced them to make a Sacrifice of 'em tothe Zatirs, fo that all thoſe they 
could ſmother by their Silence, were as ſo many Points won, becauſe they 
were not loſt. 


MR Arnand tells us, that their politick Intereits were not ſo prevalent over Lib. 4. c.:. 
em, as to take away from 'em all kind of Liberty, and carry them forth to the © 337: 


betraying of their own Fudge ments without reſiſtance; that on the contrary they 
managed their Pretenſions, and that the Queition touching the Holy Spirit was 
diſcuſſed in this Council, with as much exactneſs as ever any was in any Council, 
That if they betrayed their Conſcience, it was thro humane Heakneſs, having 
firſt rendred to their Opinions all the Teſtimonies which could be expeited from 
weak Perſons : But what could be alledged toleſs purpoſe ? All this is true in 
reſpe&t of the DoQtrines which they were forced to abandon, to ſubſcribe 
to contrary ones ; but this ſignifies nothing to others they mention nor, and 
which conſequently they were not obliged to receive, amongſt which that of 
Tranſubſtantiation was one, and moreover this Reſiſtance and Management 
he ſpeaks of, only appeared in the DoEtrine of the Proceſſion, and not in 0- 
ther Points contained in the Decree, for they paſſed them over without Ex- 
amination and Diſcuſſion, except that of Purgatory, which was ſlightly 
regarded. | 


MR. 4rnand ſets himſelfto ſhow afterwards that the Zatins did not ſu- 
ſpect the Greeks held not Tranſubſtantiation z that they betrayed not their 
own Sentiments, nor were wilfully ignorant of thoſe of the Greeks, We {hall 
hereafter conſider the Condutt of the Zatizs ;, But make we firſt an end of 
examining that of the Greeks. Does Ar. Claude, fay's he, know what he ſay's 
when he makes ſuch unreaſonable Suppoſitions ? Does he conſider into what abſur- 
dities he plunges himſelf. Or will he pretend the Greeks agreed among ft them- 
ſelves before they parted from Conſtantinople, to conceal their Opinions on this 
Point from the Latins, and carried on this Deſign' ſo dexterouſly, that among ſt 
ſo many Greeks there were not one of them that diſcovered this Secret to the La- 
tins ? There are certainly judicious Perſons enough ſtill in the World to de- 
termine which of us two ſeems to conſider moſt what he fſay's. I do not 
pretend that either the Greeks plotted together at Conſtantinople, or that they 
carried it ſo cloſely at Florexce,but that the Zatins might know(itthey would) 
what was their Belief touching the Euchariſt ; Their Books ſpeak their 
Minds. Thele Complots and Confpirations are Phantaſms which appear to 
Mr. 4rna«d inthe heat of his Study, I pretend no more than what is true, 
to wit, that the Greeks paſſed over in Silence ſeveral Articles on which they 
had not the ſame Sentiments asthe Zatins, and I believe Tranſubſtantiation 
was one of them. 1f Mr. Arzazd pretends the contrary, it lies upon him to 
produce his Reaſons. Let him tell us what Complot there could be between 
the Greeks and Z.:tins, 1n reference to their Silence in ſo many other Points, 
which were not diſcuſſed. Let him tell us at leaft why in the Atts of the 
Council, and other Writings,wherein is mentioned the Zacharift, when the 
Latins lay, Tranſubſtantiate, the Greeks on the contrary ſay only Conſecrate and 
Santtify,. Wherefore in the Decretal of the Union, whether we read it in 
Latin or Greek, we find no mention there of the ſubſtantial Converſion. Why 
the Article of the Sacrament was expreſſed in theſe general Terms, Corpus 
Chriſti veraciter confici, 7018 xgis3 Coun TH\tiogum cnc, Was it Policy or 
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Jo norance, or Complot, or Conſpiration which made them rejeCt the Terms of 
Gregory the VII. 7he Bread and Wine are changed ſubſtantially into the true, 
proper and living Fleſh, &c. or thoſe of Zvnocent the III. The Bread. is tran- 
ſubſtantiated into the Body, and the Blood into the Vine? For, for to tell ns 
that the Greeks meant by their TeAtiedvy, a true and real Tranſubſtantiation,be- 
cauſe *rwas thus the Zatins underſtood their Corficz, is a frivolous Pretence 
which I havealready refuted. 


MR. #rnaud takes a great deal of Pains to prove the Zatins could not be 
Ignorant of the Sentiment of the Greeks, nor the Greeks of the Zatins; Put 
to no purpoſe. Ir ſignifies nothing to me whether they did, or did not know 
one anothers Opinions. We will ſuppoſe if he will, they made this their par- 
ticular Study, but then what ſignifies this to our Queſtion ? I am ſatisfi'd they 
were reunited without any formal Declaration of their Agreement in this 
Point, for as it cannot be concluded from their Silence on other Points, that 
there were no difference betwixt them, ſo is it the ſame concerning Tranſub- 
ſtantiation. Mr. rand reaſons ill, becauſe he argues from this Principle,that 
the Greeks diſputed on all Particulars wherein they knew they differed from 
the Zatins. This isa falſe Principle, as appears by the Inſtances I already pro- 
duced. Ir appears from the very As of that Council that the Emperor wea- 
ried with the Debate, haſtned to Expedients whereby to conclude the Union. 
He have left, ( fay's he to his Greets ) our Families in danger, expoſed to the 
Fury of the Infidels. Time ſlips away, and we advance nothing, let us lay aſide 
theſe Diſputes, and betake our ſelves to ſome Medium. And therefore 'we find 
the Greeks telling the Zatins: That they were not for Diſputing, becauſe Diſ- 
putes generally ingendred Trouble. But they ſhould indeavour to find out ſome 
other means of Union. We have already told you, ſay*s the Emperor to Cardi- 
nal Julian, that we are not for any more Diſputes, for Words are never wanting 
to you. Tour DialeQ will never ſuffer you to acquieſce in any thing, being ever 
ready at 4 Reply,and to ſpeak the liſt. Let us T pray then lay aſide theſe tedious Con 
troverſies, and betake our ſelves to ſome other means for reuniting us. 


BU T the Greeks aſliſted at the Service of the Zatins, and adored the Maſs 
in the ſame manner as the Roman Church, ſay's Andrew de St. Cruce.. 1 anſwer 
they were preſent at the Service of the Zatins, not to ſhow they approved 
their DoQtrine touching the Converſion, but only in token of their Union, 
each Church keeping its own particular Belief. Who will wonder if People 
who could againſt their Conſcitences fign a Decree wherein they expreſly ab- 
jured five of the Articles of their Faith, whereby to reconcile themſelves 
with the Church of Rome, ſhould yield tobe once preſent at its Service ? Yet 
this was not without offering Violence to themſelves, for Syropalns obſerves, 
that the Pope having ſent them word that on the morrow they muſt celebrate Maſs, 
and conſummate the Union, and that if there were any among ſt them would par- 
take of the Myſteries of the Latins, they ſhould prepare themſelves ; at theſe 
Hords the Greeks were ſeized with Horror , "uxic dnoboures ten h od yupes. 
Moreover | know not whether what drew de Sr. Cruce ſays be true, that 
they adored the Maſs in the ſame manner as the Latins, for the ſame Hropw/us 
relates that they ſtood all the time of the Office z Ye food, ſay's he, 17 owr 
Peſtments during the Litwroy. But ſuppoſing it were true they uſed the ſame 
external Ceremonies as the Zatins, it would not hence follow they believed 
the DoQrine of Tranſubſtantiation, nor gave the Zucharift a ſovereign Ado- 
ration. ' For to kneel before an Objet is not in the Sence of either Greeks 
or Zatins, a token thata Man adores it; neither with an abſolute Adoration, 
nor that of Zatria. | t 


ZOL 


Ca ap, VL the Belief of the Greek Church. 


Iam fo far from exculing this AQtion, that I believe it is on the contrary 
inexcuſable both before God and Men ; But how great ſoever their Fault was 
in aſſiſting at the Service of the Zatzns, which they fo greatly abhorred, it 
appears that what they did, was not to teſtify they believed the ſame things 
as they, but that the Union after a ſort was accompliſhed. For they were 
preſent at their Service,only in hope the Zatins would likewiſe affiſt at theirs, 
and in effe&t the Emperor was very urgent with the Pope for this. To which 
the Pope replied, he would firſt examine their Liturgy, and particularly con- 
ſider in what manner they celebrated it,and ſee whether he could ſatisfy their 
Demands. Whereupon the Emperor finding himſelf abuſed, thus expreſſed 
himſelf. Ye hoped the Latins would have amended ſeveral Errors,but I find them 
not only Innovators and Blame-worthy in ſeveral things, but that which is worſe, 
they take upon them to reform us. It 1s worth while to obſerve what kind of 
Union this was, which being perfeQed, the Pope declares on his ſide,that nei- 
ther he nor his Zatins had conſidered the Liturgy of the Greeks, and the Em- 
peror on the other hand, proteſts the Zatins are Innovators, and guilty of ſe- 
veral Errors. 


BUT, ſay's Mr. Arnaud, ſuppoſing Policy hindred the Greeks from oppoſing 
the Dottrine of Tranſubftantiation, what end could Syropulus have in concealing 
from us this Myſtery? Hhy diſcovering tous as he does, his Countrymens weak 
weſs ; he mentions not one word concerning that which ought to be the chief Subs 
fed of his Hiſtory ? Why does he not blame the Ceremonies of the Latins ? Why 
has he not deteſted in his Hiſtory the Adoration of the Hoſt, and Feaſt of the Ho- 
ly Sacrament, of which he was a Witneſs? Why did be not deplore the Abomina- 
tions of thoſe of his Nation, that were preſent at the —_ Maſs, who ſhewed it 
the ſame Reſpet# as the Latins, which is to ſay, adored the Euchariſt, To all 
theſe 7Yherefores, I ſhall oppoſe others : Why didnot Syropulus take notice of 
the Silence of the Greeks and Zatins, on the Article touching the Salvation 
of the Damned, and Chriſt's deſcent into Hell, and offering them his Goſpel ? 
Why did he not cenſure the Neglett of both one and th'other, in that they 
mentioned not a word —_— the Marriage of Prieſts, nor communion 
under both kinds, nor of all thoſe other Articles I denoted in this Chapter ? 
Theſe kind of Queſtions which Mr. Armand makes, are good for nothing but 
to impoſe on inconfiderate Perſons ? Syropulus is an Hiſtorian that contents 
himſelf with relating what paſſed of moment in this Aﬀair, and ſometimes to 
give his Opinion in general thereupon ; but it plainly appears he never in- 
tended to refle&t on every Particular wherein his Nation was concern'd. A 
Hiſtory is not a Diſpute : Wherefore then ſhould he Diſcourſe of Tranſub- 
ſtantiation in it ? Why blame the Ceremonies of the Zat:ns,or deteſt the Ado- 
Tation of the Sacrament, and its Feaſt * Why tell us of the Adoration which 
the Greeks rendered to the Hoſt of the Zatins, ſeeing he aſſures us on the con- 
trary, that they ſtood bolt upright during the Ziturgy? Mr. Arnaud who calls 
upon others ſo much, to think upon what they write ; has he I ſay, conſide- 
red whathe faies concerning the Feaſt of the Holy Sacrament ? Fherefore, 

fay's he, has not Syropulus deteſted the Feaſt of the Holy Sacrament, of which 

he was a Witneſs ? For I ſhall only tell him: He hasnot mentioned a word of 
it, and yet *is certain the Greeks donot approve it, but on the contrary con- 

demn it, as I already ſhow'd in the foregoing Book. It does not then follow 
the Greeks hold Tranſubſtantiation, altho Syropulns ſpeaks not of it. 


A ND thus much concerning the Council of Florexce. Mr. Arnaud = 
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wiſe draws ſome Arguments from what paſſed after the Greeks had renoun- 
ced this Union. And firſt he takes for granted, that Tranſubſtantiation was 
cſtabliihed in this Council, and that the Greeks ſolemnly approved of it. On 
this Principle he runs on arguing beyond all bounds, that thoſe that violated 
the Union, ſhould inveigh againſt this Doftrine of the Zatins, and thoſe that 
approved it. He introduces again Syropulus, and alledges Marc of Epheſus, 
and deſcribes his Hatred againſt the Zatizs : He tells us of a Synod held at Ze- 
ruſalem, againſt the Patriarch Metrophanus, and thoſe of his Party. 7h; 
was the time, ſay's he, if ever, to reproach thoſe with Tranſubſtantiation that hai 
conſented to the Union, and approved this Doetrine in it. He takes Occaſion 
hence tobleſs God the Greeks had renounced this Union, acknowledging the 
Divine Providence therein, which permitted it thus to. come to pals, to the 
end he might not want matter for his Book. //hatſoever we related, lay's he, 
touching the Greeks apyrobation of Tranſubſtantiation would have leſs force, had 
this Agreement ſubſiſted. It wonld have been alledged that politick Intereſt having 
made the Greeks conſent to the receiving of this Doftrine, they were afterwards 
withheld by Fear from condemning it, and being inſenſibly accuſtomed to it, dared 
zot Cnid rejett it, by reaſon of the bad eſtate of their Aﬀairs. But to the 
end their real Belief might appear in this Subjett, it was neceſſary this Apree- 
ment ſhould be diſturbed, and their Paſſion at liberty to break ont, that they ſhould 
zndeavour to make void whatſoever they had confirmed at Florence : That they 
ſbould attack the Union in all poſſible manners, and denote whatſoever they could 
gainſay, reproachfully charge and caluminate the Latins with whom they had treat- 
ed, and the Greeks who had conſented to the Union, that their Hatred and Rage 
ſhould diſcover itſelf- without Diſguiſe and Conſtraint. 


ADMIRE I beſeech you this flight of Fancy, and vaſt extent of 
Thought. The Good and Evil which befel the Chriſtian World two hundred 
Years ago, appears deſign'd for the Glory of Mr. Arnaud's Book, with this 
only Difference, that the Evils contribute to it more than the Good ; for 'tis 
tht Schiſm, Paſſion, Hatred, and Rage of the Greeks which give him a com- 
pleat Victory. Ut was neceſſary, lay's he, they ſhould be thus furious, which 
isas much as to ſay, it was neceſſary half of the World ſhould be damned, 
according to him, that God ſhould be diſhonoured by a thouſand Crimes,and 
his Church totn to pieces by a dreadful Diviſion. And why ? For to furniſh 
Mr. Arnaud with an Argument, and that he might bave Matter for one 
Chapter more. 


BUT he will be much amazed to find this Argument ſo dear bought, to 
conclude nothing, being grounded on a falſe Suppoſition. For *tis falſe the 
Greeks approved Tranſubſtantiation inthe Council of Florexce: That they 
Diſputed not of it, I acknowledg, but that they approved it I deny. Beſſa 
r10n ſpeaking in their Name, fay's, that the Bread is Conſecrated, and made 
the Body of Chriit ; and the Decree bears, that the Body of Feſus Chriſt is truly 
Conſecrated : Therefore they approved Tranſubſtantiation. What a Conſequence 
here is? Mr. 4r»aud hasa Secret above my Apprehenſion, for he can change 
the very Nature of things, hecan diminiſh and augment them as he pleaſes. 
But the Miſery on it is, this appears contrary to Reaſon, Why will he have 
the new Schiſm of the Greeks, to have hapned meerly for the furniſhing him 
with an Argument ? It was not known in thoſe days he was to make a Book. 
Why will he have the Greeks approve Tranſubſtantiation at Florence? Sec- 
1ng there was not the leaſt mention of it? Why moſt thoſe. that broke the 


Union, reproach the. others with approving the Do&rine of the _ : 
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why will he have Syropulus, Marc of Epheſus, and the Council of Feru{a- 
lon, to declaim on this Point, ſecing they had no reaſon to do ſo. Certain- 
ly ſuch groſs Illuſions as theſe, deſerved not ſuch Exclamations. 


IT only remains for the finiſhing of this Chapter, and this matter of Ne 
eative Arguments, to ſhow a Reaſon for the Silence of the /Zarins, and that 
will be no hard matter todo. The Zatins have innovate inthe Dodtrine of 
the Zucharift: They have grounded their Innovarions-on certain Expreſſions 
of the Fathers, which bear that the Bread is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, that 
it ischanged into the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. They have made it their Buſine(s 
for ſome Ages, to make the World believe theſe Terms fignify a true and 
real Converſion of the Subſtance of Bread, into that of the Body of Chriſt, 
to defend themſelves by this means from the Reproach of Innovation. Ob- 
ſerving then that the Greeks do commonly ule theſe kind of Expreſſions, and 
even added to *em ſome others which ſcem more emphatical , as for Inſtance, 
that the Bread is not a Figure, that it isthe true Body of Jelus Chriſt, and 
that the Body born of the Virgin, and the Bread, are not two things, bur one 
and the ſame ; they well knew it was their Intereſt to reſt ſatisfied with theſe 

eneral Expreſſions, alths in effeCt they lgnity nothing lefs than Trantub- 
Lantiation. Had they condemned them as igſufficient, and urged the Greeks 
to admit of theirs, they would at the ſame time condemned rhemſelves as In- 
novators. They choſe then rather to paſs over ſoftly this Article, than to ven- 
ture near a Rock againſt which their Cauſe ran a risk of being daſhed to 
pieces. And this obliged them 1n their Dealings with the Greeks, to content 
themſelves with their Expreſſions, and accommodate themſelves to'em, thar 
they might not move 'em, as appears by the Formulary of the Reunions al- 
ready mentioned, and Decree of the Council of Florence, wherein was uſed 
only the word 7*\ticdz in Greek, and Confici in Latin. 


YET we muſt not imagine but that judicious Petſons amongſt the Zatins, 
and eſpecially thoſe that had the Government in their Hands, ſaw well enough 
the Difference, between theſe general Expreſſions of the Greeks, and the pre- 
cile and determinate ones of the Roman Church, That learned Man I men- 
tioned inthe ſeventh Chapter of the foregoing Book, '( who was confulred oa 
the Articles which the Rufiansin Poland, propoſed in order to their Reunion 
with the Roman Church, amongſt which was this, that they ſhould not be 
obliged to Celebrate Corpus Chriſti Feaſt, nor carry about the Sacrament in 
Proceſſion) anſwered, | Zhat as to what concern'd the Proceſſion, 'it was not a Tom. 2 F:ſu. 
matter to ſtick at, but there were things of greater Tportance to be conſidered Is ll ad. 
touching the Sacrament. De proceſſione -/ 9 corporis non laborarem, multa ta- © 
men circa hos Sacramentum examinanda ſunt. And therefore whenparricular 
Perſons amongſt the Greeks imbrace the Roman Religiori, the uſual terms of 
their Church are not counted ſufficient, but they are made to underſtand di- 
ſtinly the ſubſtantial Converſion, and to receive the term of Tranſubſtanti- 
ation, as we already offered in the Proceſſion of Faith they are obliged to 
make. Hence proceed all thoſe Efforts fince ſo long a time, to introduce in- 
ſenſibly amongſt the Greeks this Belief, by means of falſe Greeks, as appears 
by the Example of that Monk mentioned by Mr. Bafire, who had flily infi- 
nuated the word wfsa'oC,, in his Catechiſin, and was cenſured for it by the 
reſt. Whenthe Scholars of the Seminaries are ſent into Greece, to live a- 
mongſt the Schiſmaricks, and procure the eſtabliſhment of the Roman Reli- 
gion, they are made to ſign the Confeffion of Faith I now mentioned, which 
expreſly denotes Tranſubſtantiation: So likewile is their Language far difte- 
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rent from that of the real Greeks, as appeats by the Example of the great 
Payſins Ligaridins, and the terrible Baron of Spartaris. And this isevident in 
the Greeks that imbrace the Romiſh Religion, for they ſpeak not as others, 
nor as they did themſelves before their Converſion, as I already inltanced in 
Beſſarion, Emanuel Calecas, and Fohn Pluſiadene. 


IT isthe Zatizs great Intereſt not todiſpute againſt the Greeks on all the 
Points wherein the two Churches differ; And therefore they give in charge 
to the Emiſſaries, to uſe the greateſt Caution in handling Controverlies. /r ;s 
ſometimes expedient to. fall upon Controverſies, ſay's Poſſevin, bat they muſt be 
warily and moderately handled : Neither muſt 4 Man mention any of theſe five 
Articles which were heretofore the pr incipal ones,and which the Synod of Florence 
and Gennadius handled. For now the Controverſies of the AZyme and Eucha- 
Tilt are no longer agitated, neither in Candia, nor any other of the Eaſtern Parts, 
And therefore theſe Points cannot again be recetved, without giving juſt Offence, 
Abs to the Article of the Proceſſion of the Holy Spirit, there are few that under- 
ſtand it, and ſhould it again be controverted, *tis likely *twould happen that thoſe 
who were ignorant of it before, wonld after Inquiry into that, paſs over to oth:r 


things, 


THE Zatins greateſt Intereſt then,conſiſts in two things; the firſt, to ſubjeRt 
the Greeks by any meansto the Roman See; and th'other,inſenfibly to change 
the ancient form of their Religion, and lily introduce amongſtrthem the 
DoQtrines and Rites of the Latin Church. Toaccompliſh the firſt of thele, 
the Zatins atand yield every thing as far asthe Honour of their Church will 
permit them, and according as they find fewer or more Difficulties. Mr. 4r- 
aud himſelf has diſcovered ſomething of this, when he told us that 1n the 
Council of Conitzntinople held under Emanuel Commenus, The Latins only re- 
quired of the Greeks that they ſhould mention the Pope's Name in their publick 
Prayers, acknowledg his Supremacy, and the right of Appeals to him; the reſt 
at that time being not regarded. We have likewiſe {een that Michael Pale- 
ologics perſwaded his Biſhops to Imbrace the Union, ſeeing there were no 
more required of them than theſe three Points. Yet the Arricie touching the 
Holy Spirit, was fo ancient and famous a Difference between them, that _ 
*rwas a hard matter to reunite therein; and rake no notice of it, and we find - 
the Greeks themſelves mentioned it, . becauſe it had been one of the chick Cau- 
les of their Separation. The Zatins then tot being able to paſs over this Point 
1n Silence, offered rhe Greeks ſometimes, that provided they received this 
Dodtrine in their Belief, that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and 
the Son, they might keep their Symbol as it was, without expreſly adding 
the :/:0que. And this the Popes Legats who wereat /Vice after.'\rhe taking 
of Conſtantinople, told them as from him, according to Mr. Arnaxd's Relation. 
The Pope, lay they, will not conſtrain the Greeks to add this Clanſe expreſly 118 
the Symbol, when they ſhall ſing it in the Church. And it was upon/this Con- 
dition that the Reunion. was made in the Council of Florence : But when the 
Latins aw a more favourable Occafion, they extended their Pretenſions far- 
ther, and changed their Cuſtom, as will appear-by what I am now going to 
lay. Nicholas the III ſent Legats into Greece ro the Emperor Michael Pale- 
ologws to ſolicit him, to oblige his Patriarch and Prelates to make their Profel- 
ſion of Faith, which they had not yet made, and renounce their Schiſm.T he 
Emperor earneſtly beſoughtthe Pope to leave the Symbol untouched, and 
not oblige the Greeks to ſing it with the addition of the #3lioque, to prevent 


all Tumults : But Aſichaet being known to be a Prince devoted, { for bis ) 
Te 
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reſt) ro the Roman Church, and therefore might be eafily prevailed on, the 
Pope gave order to his Legats to an{wer him touching this Article, as follows. 
That the Unity of the Catholick Faith permits not Diverſity in its Confeſſions, et 
ther in the Aft of Profeſſion, or in the Channt, or any particular Declaration of Alli. de : 
Faith. Much leſs was this to be ſuffered in the publick ſinging of the Creed, where- i > att 
in Uniformity ought eſpecially to appear, in as much as this Chant comes often in Im 

their Service. Wherefore, adds he, tbe Church of Rome has determin'd, and re- 

ſolved rhat the Creed ſhall be ſung in Conformity as well by the Greeks as Latins, 

with this addition of the Filioq;. The Greeks were not fo rigorouſly dealt with- 

al at Nice, nor Florence: The Unity of Faith ſuffered under Gregory the IX, 

and E£u2enus the IV, what it could not bear under /Vicho/as the Ill : Which is 

as much as to ſay,that the Faith yields as oft as need requires, to this great In- 

tereſt of ſubmitting the Greeks to the See of Rome, The Greeks are com- 

plyed withal, when ir cannot be helpt, and the Spirit of Domination becomes 

Maſter of that of the Diſpute. | 


AS to the ſecond Intereſt, which conſiſts in changing inſenſibly the Religi- 
on of the Greeks, and lily infinuating the Doftrine'and Rites of the Roman 
Church in its ſtead, it appears from the Courſe they take, that this is the De- 
ſign of the Zatins. Ir is tor this purpoſe that Seminaries have been ſet up at 
Rome, and other places, and the whole #4 long ſince oreſpread with Emiſſa- 
Ties. It is in order to this, that the Emiſffaries apply themſelves to the con- 
verting of the Greek Biſhops, and inſtruQting of Youth in the Roman Religi- 
on,under pretence of teaching them the Tongues and Philofophy. And 'tis 
for this end likewiſe, that the Scholars of the Seminaries are entertainedand 
ſent into Greece ; they. have the Liberty to receive Orders from the Hands of 
{chiſmatical Biſhops, and the Biſhopricks are indeavoured to be filled with 
them, and they are ſometimes promoted to Patriarchates. Ir is clear that in 
taking this Courſe, they have no need to diſpute it out with 'em. 


IT will not, I ſuppoſe be amiſs to obſerve here what 7homas 4 Feſu ( who 
wrotea Book touching the means for the Converting of Infidels, Hereticks, * 
and Schiſmaticks) tells us, is the ready way to convert all Greece to the Ca- 
tholick Faith. His Holineſs, fay's he,who is ſo vigilant for the Salvation of Souls, Lib 6. c. 4+ 
muſt take careythat as ſoon as ever the Patriarchal Church of Conſtantinople 6e- 
comes void, to pitch upon one of the Scholars of the Seminaries, or Monks who 
have taken upon them Fecleſiaſtical Charges in Grece. He muſt chooſe one whom 
he thinks moſt fitting, and give him notice thereof, but as privately as may be, leſf 
the Greeks come to know *tis he that gives him the Patriarchal Church of Con- 
ſtantinople, Flei#s and Confirms him Patriarch. For this effe&# his Holyneſs 
muſt order him to betake himſelf” to Conſtantinople, where he will find Ambaſſa- 
aors already prepared by his Holyneſs, who by the Preſents they ſhall make the Turk, 
( 0» whom the Elettion and Confirmation of the Patriarch depends, a/tho unjuſt- 
ly,) will obtain, by adding ſomething to the uſual Tribute, that he command 
the Greeks to chooſe for their Patriarch, him whom his Holineſs ſhall deſign. 
They will no (ooner demand this, than obtain it ; for Monywill make the Tyrant do 
any thing, as appears by the little Diffiult y he makes of taking away the Patriar- 
chil Dignity from thoſe that have it already. Moreover there onzht to: be no 
ſeruple made of this, as if it were a kind of Simony: For this is not a ſetting 
the Patriarchate upon Sale, ſeeing his Holyneſs has already given it, Money is 
only made uſe of to remove ſome Difficalties. Now Divines are unanimous in 
their Opinions, that we may free our ſelves from Vexations and ObſtrucFions, by 
means of Money. Neither can it be alledged that hereby the —— 
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lid, being as they are Schiſmaticks, and conſequently bave no Furiſditfion : 
{Moreover it ſeems tobe rather the Turk that makes the Fleition, than they, for 
they Conſecrate him whom he Preſents.So that here will this Advantage redound 


will be deprived of their "Eh Fletion, for *tis clear their Elettions are inva- 


from this aforementioned Elettion. 1ſt. That as faft as the Schiſmatical Biſhops 


dye, the Scholars of the Seminary, or others, of whoſe Fudgment there is ng 
cauſe to doubt, will take their places, 24d. The Reformation of the Schiſma- 
ticks may be happily undertaken and effeed in particular Synods. But his 
Holyneſs muſt never deſpair nor be weary, or think it ſufficient that he has elefted 
one Patsiarch. He muſt on the contrary ſubſtitute awother again and again, ever 


putting Scholars of the Seminary into the places of the Deceaſed, nntil all the old 


Schiſmatical Prelates be dead, and their places filled with Catholicks, And ſce- 
ing that the Eleftion pf Patriarchs of Alexandria and Antioch depend likewiſe 
on the Turk becauſe they are Greeks ; and that the Government of theſe Churches 


 #s in the Hands of Greeks, the ſame Meaſures muſt be taken in reſpect of them, 


by means of Ambaſſadors. It is certain that this Aﬀair will be ſucceſsful, for 
Money does all things in this Country, So that all the Patriarchs being Roman 
Catholick, and their Duty obliging them to eſtabliſh Catholick Biſhops and Curats 
according as their Wiſdom ſhall dirett them ;, nothing will hinder a/hbrs ſaying 
in a ſbort time, behold one Flock, and one only Shepherd, The Schiſmatical Pre- 
lates will be rooted out, and thoſe who from their Infancy have bee pionſly brought 
up in the Boſom of the Catholick Church, will take their places, Theſe new Pre- 
lates by the mprightneſs of their Lives, and ſoundneſs of their Doitrine, may go- 
vern a People who are only Erroneous upon the account of their natural Facility 
and Proneneſs to believe what their Biſhops tell them. And this is the Courſe 
__—_ 4 Feſu would have taken, and not that of Diſputes and Controver- 
ICS. | 


CHAP VIL 


Several Paſſages of Greek Authors ( Cited by Mr. Arnaud ) Ex- 


amined. 


touching this matter of the Greeks ſince the eleventh Century, will 
notlong detainus. He produces ſome Paſſages out of 7heophy- 
lat, Euthymius, Nicholas Methonienſis, Cabaſilas, Simeon de Theſſa- 
lonica,Feremias the Patriarch of Conſtantinople,and ſeveral of the Greek Books 
of Divinity. They are the ſame we find in all the Controvertiſts in Belarmir, 
Cardinal Perron, Coccing, Father Noiwet, andeſpecially latins, from whom 
it'feems Mr. Arnaud has taken them, rather than from their Originals. It 
will bea needleſs Labour to relate them at length, one after another, toge- 
ther with Mr. rnaua's Commentaries on them: It will be ſufficient I exa- 


F- HAT which remains to be examined of Mr. 4 »aud's Diſpute 


| mineas much as is neceſſary to give the true Sence of ther, and to diſcover 


Mr. 4r»aud's Errors ; which lhope to do ſo clearly, that the Readers will 
remain ſatisfied. 
FIRST), 
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FIRST, 7heophylatt, Futhymins, Cabaſilns, and Feremias, aſſure us that 
the Bread of the Zachariſt is not an Yatitype, that is to lay a Figure, or Re- 
preſentation, bur the very Body it ſelf of Feſus Chriſt, becauſe he did not ſay; 
this is the Antitype,but this is my Body. grant all this, and I joyn all theſe four 
Authors together on this Head, thatl may thereby avoid Mr. -4rn41u4's Pro- 
xity, who having propoſed them one atter another, could not avoid rhe oft 
repeating of the ſame InduEtions and Arguments : One Anfwer ſhall ſerve 
for all. Zheophylatt, lay's he, keeps to the propriety of HVords, he excludes 
whatſoever varies from 'em : . He overthrows and abſolutely rejetts all metaphort- 
cal Significations, and keeps cloſe to the literal Signification of the Word &£ ST; C1. þ.x1t; 
Euthymuus, fſay's he, excludes rhe Aty of Figure, and plainly ſhows he has not 
taken the Wora EST inthe Sence of SIGNIFICAT. He has then taken 
it in a Sence of Reality. From whence he concludes that theſe Authors could 
not mean that the Bread is the Body of Chriſt in /7rte, ſeeing they would 
argue contrary to their [ntention ; #or as our Saviour ſaid not, This the Fi- 
gure, nor that the Bread he would giue ſhould be the Figure; ſo neither has he 

ſaid, that he would give the Virtue of his Fleſh, or that the Bread be would 
give, ſhould contain the Virtue of tis Fleſh. 


Lib. 38. 6. 9» 


1tO, 


'» 


I anſwer, Mr. Arnaud need not trouble himſelf with ſhewing us that the 
Greeks admit not the figurative Sence in our Saviour's Words, neither take 
the Term # ST in the Sence of S/GNZ7#7/CAZ. We grant it him : 
And we grant likewiſe that we agree not with them in this. But the Queſti- 
on here is to know, whether ir thence follows they believe Tranſubſtan- 
tiation» Now I maintain that not'only this does got follow, but thar the con» 
trary does ; for they hold a kind of middle way between the Sence of Figure 
and that of Tranſubſtantiation. In a word, they believe thar the Bread re- 
maining Bread ( as to its Subſtagce) is yet the proper Body of Chrift, by 
Augmentation of the natural Body,” as we already thewed 1a the laſt Chap- 
ter of the foregoing Book. What does Mr. Arzaua defire more ? Would he 
have us {hew, that the Greeks believe the Bread is made the Body of Chriſt 
by this means,in the ſame manner the Food we ear becomes our Body? They 
ſay ſo in expreſs terms. Would he have us ſhew him, that. by this means; 
the Subſtance of Bread loſes not its Exiſtence, nor is changed into the pro- 
per Subſtance of the Body that 'twas before? The thing it felt ſpeaks as much; 
and we have ſhewed it in its place, as clearly as athing of this Nature can 
be ſhew'd. Does he doubt that the Greeks believe by this means, to keep the 
preciſe and literal Sence of our Saviour's Words? They do themſelves de- 
clare that they underſtand them no otherwiſe. Would he have this, in fine, 
to be but a bad way of keeping the liceral Sence ? The Greets maintain the 
contrary, and alledg for this Effet the Inſtance of Food which is made one 
with our Body, by this ſame way of Afſhmulation and Augmentation, and 
that it cannot be ſaid theſe are two Bodies, bur one and the lame Body, 


BUT as, ſay*s he, oar Saviour ſaid not, this is the Figure, ſo neither did 
be fay, this is the Virtne of my Body but this is my Body. 1ſt, This is to dif- 
pute againſt the Greeks, and not againſt us, who never undertook to war- 
rant the Truth of their Opinions. 24. They will anſwer him this Im- 
preſſion of Virtue is ſufficient to make the Bread our Lord's Body withour a 
Figure, and there is no need of a change of Subſtance , becauſe the 
Subſtance of Food is not preciſcly changed into that which we have already, 
but only added to it, to make a Growth, or Augmentation, yet becomes our 

Rr 2 Body 


a. 


398 


Mr, Arnaud's Proofs refuted ronching Book IV. 


Lib. 38 © 9» 
P: 17 9- 7 


Comment. 1 
Orat, 1, Greg, 
NAaZ. 


Cyrill. apud 
Viftor. Ante 
MS, in Bibl. 


Heg. 


Body in a proper and literal Sence, not a Figure, but our Body it-ſelf, not 
another Body, but the ſame we had before. Beſides they will affirm. that the 
Sence of the Roman Church is not a literal Sence : For the literal Sence of 
our Saviour's Words muſt retain two things. Firſt,that *tis Bread, and ſecond. 
ly, that *ris the Body of Chrift, which Tranſubſtantiation does not. 


BU T7, ſay's Mr. Arnaud, Baptiſm contains the Virtue of Chriſt's Blood,and 
yet we ao not ſay, Baptiſm is not the Figure of it, but the Blood it ſelf of Chriſt. 
I anſwer, that this is ſtill to diſpute againſt the Greeks, and not againſt me. 
For ſuppoſing it were moretrue thanit is, thatthe Water of Baptiſm is nor 
mentioned, like as the Greeks ſpeak of the Bread 1n the Euchariſt ; yer till 
theſe two things are certain ; Firſt, thatthey affirm the Bread to be the Body 
of Chriſt by this Impreſſion of Virtue ; and ſecondly, that *tis thus they Un- 
derſtand the Words, This is my Body. #!ly de Crete having told us that God 
changes the Oblations, into the Eificacy of his Fleſh. "Immediately adds, «nd 
doubt not of the Truth of this, ſeeing he himſe!f plainly ſay*s,this is my Body,this 
is my Blood. It isapparent he grounds this change of the Bread into the Ef- 
ficacy of Fleſh, on the expreſs Words of our Saviour ; Whence it follows 
that*tis thus he underſtands them. Cyrillus of Alexandria, having likewiſe 
faidin the ſame manner, that God changes the Oblations into the Efficacy of his 
Fleh, adds, that we muſt not doubt of the Truth of this, ſeeing he 'has ſaid it, 
which evidently ſhews that according to him, theſe Words, this. is my Boay, 
ſignifies no more, than that this has the Efficacy of my Body, or is my Body 
in Efficacy. Yetſhould we take upon usto reply in behalf of the Greeks, to 
the Inſtance or Example Mr. Arzasd alledges touching Baptiſm ; We might* 
tell him that the Reaſon why they expreſs not themſelves in the ſame man- 
ner in reference to the Water, as they do to the Bread, is becauſe our Savi- 


- our never faid of it, this is my Blood, as he ſaid of the Bread, this is my Bo- 


dy ; and that the Holy Scripture having differently explained it ſelf touching 
Baptiſm, and the Zuchariſt, we mult not think it ſtrange, if Divines have ex- 
preſſed themſelves about them in a different manner. He may be moreover 
anſwered, that the ſame Oecozomy obſerved touching the Body and Blood of 
Chriſt, is not obſerved in the Water of Baptiſm, as it is obſervedin the Bread 
and Wine in the Fschari#, and therefore it cannot be ſo well ſaid that the 
Water becomes the Blood by this way of Growth and Augmentation,as may 
be faid of the Bread, altho it receives the Impreſſion of the Virtue of 


Blood. 


A'S to what Mr. Arnaxd adds that the Miniſters acknowledg theſe Words, 
this is my Body,muſt be either underſtood in a real, or figurative Sence,whence 
it follows according to him, that 7heophylat# underftood them in one or the 
other of theſe. I ſay this Reaſoning is falſe, as well in its Principle, as Conſe- 
quence : For the Miniſters do not acknowledg either that we ought, or can 
underſtand theſe Words, in this Sence of Reality the Church of. Rome gives 
them. Weall hold that this is an abſurd and impoſſible Sence, and that none 
but a figurative one can ſubſiſt. But ſuppoſing the Miniſters ſhould fay what 
he makes them, why would he have us regulate thereby the Sence of 7heo- 
phyla and other Greeks. They have argued on their own Hypotheſis, and 
not on that of the Miniſters:Whether their Hypotheſis be juſtifiable,or not, 1s 
not to be diſputed with the Miniſters, for Mr. Arnaud was never yet told that 
the Greeks were agreed in all things with us, It is ſufficient that on one hand, 
he be ſhewed in what manner the Greeks pretend the proper Sence of our Sa- 


viour's Words is obſerved, and on the other, that this manner, whatſoever it 
be, 


Can YELL the Belief of the Greek Church. 


be, Good, or Bad, Juſtifhable,or Unjuſtifiable,Conformable, or not Conforma- 
ble to what the Miniſters ſay, is directly oppolite to Tranſubſtantiation, for 
our only Qyeſtion is, Whether the Greeks believe Tranſubſtantiarion or not. 


THIS isthen a mere Illuſion to explain Zheophylact by what the Mini- 


ſters ſay or not ſay, and itis yet a greater, to tell us as if it were a thing ear- * 


neſtly Diſputed between him and us, that Zuthymins excludes the Key of Figure, 
and does not take the Word E S T inthe Sence of Significat ; that "tis not like- 
ly we would borrow Euthymius his //ords to inſtrutt a Man in our Opinion, and 
that we are not wont to ſay, that Chriſt gave us not the Figure of his Body, but his 
Body, becauſe he ſaid, this is my Body. And thus do Men argue that impoſe on 
the World, which Mr. 4rzaud never fails of doing. 


HAVING produced theſe Arguments, which in my Mind have not 
proved very ſ{icceſsful to him, he offers us others, drawn from the Doubts or 
Difficulties, which the Greeks propoſe to themſelves,as ariſing from their Sen- 
timent,and which they endeavour to reſolve inthe beſt manner they can.7he- 


Lib. 2.C. 124 


ophylact, ſay's he, teſtifies there ariſes naturally a Doubt from what Faith teaches | ;;_. 
concerning this Myſtery, that the Bread is really the Flqh of Chriſt, which dif* p. 1+; 


fienlty he expreſſes in theſe HYords. Quomodo, inquit, neque enim caro videturz 

How can this be? For this Bread does not ſeem to me tobe Fleſh: Hhence he 
obſerves the natural Conſequence of this Change muſt be, that the Bread being 
Fleſh muſt appear to be ſo, and ſeeing it does not, tis aſtoniſhing. Et quomodo, 
inquitaliquis, non apparet caro ſed Panis? Vow, fay's he, /ct 4 man take Au- 
bertin's, or 477. Claude's Gloſs, to expound TheophylaQt, and we ſhall find na: 
thing can be more Extravagant. For this is as muchas to ſay according to them, 
#f it be true the Bread contains the Virtue of Chriſt's Body, how comes it to paſs, 
that it does not appear to ws to be Fleſh? Hhence is it we ſee only Bread and not 
Fleſh? Is it not ridiculous to make People reaſon after ſo abſurd « manner. And 
why muſt this Bread containing only the Virtue of Chriſ's Body appear Fleſh,when 
it is not ſo? Does it follow from the Breads partaking of a ſpiritual Quality of 
the Fleſh of Chriſt, either morally or phyſically, that it muſt appear Fleſh ? Would 
it not be onthe contrary a dreadful Prodigy, if the Fleſh of Chriſt being only in 
Virtue in the Bread of the Euchariſt, ſhould appear Fleſh. 


AND this is Mr. 4r2a44's Reaſoning, ſet forth with its uſual Styeetnels, 
that is to ſay, of Zxtravagancies and Abſurdities, with which he charges 
both me and Mr. Aubertin. I anſwer he is under a Miſtake, and ſuch a kind 
of Miſtake too, wherein his Reputation is deeply concern'd ; for he takes for 
the Ground of Zheophylat's Doubt, that which is on the contrary the Solu- 
tion of it, as will appear by wb. follows. Now a Man cannot fall into a 
greater Error, than to take for the cauſe of a Doubt, that which is the So- 
lution thereof, and which makes the Doubt ceaſe. To Diſpel then this 
vain Shadow, under which he has diſguiſed the Paſſag# of Zheophyla?, we 
need only examine the ſeveral Parts of this Author's Diſcourſe, and ſhow 
their mutual Dependence. Immediately treating on the Words of Chriſt, he 


rejes the Sence of Figure. Zeus Chriſt, fay's he, in his Commentary on St. Comm. in Mai. 
Mathew, by theſe Hords,, this is my Body, ſhows ts that the Bread which is Cons «c. 26. 


ſecrated on the Altar, is the Lord's own Body, and not an Antitype. For he did 
not ſay, This is the Antitype, but, this is my Body, this Bread being changed by an 
ineffable Operation, altho it appears to ws to be ftill Bread, He 5's the - dns 
thing on the ſixth Chapter of St. Zobn, and the fourteenth of St. Marc. So 
far he aſſerts that the Bread is the Body it ſelf, and Fleſh of Chriſt ; but he 
does 


———— 
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does Rot explain after what manner itis ſv. Now becaule from this Propofi. 
tion thus generally conceived, and.not explained, there may ariſe two difh. 
culties ; one, how the ſame thing ean be Bread and Fleſh; th'other, how ix 
does nor appear to us to be Fleſh, but Bread ; 7 heophylatt propoles 'em both, 
and reſolves *'em. He propoſes the firſt in theſe Terms : Zhe Bread is changed 
into our Lord's Fleſh by myſtical Hords, by the myſtical Bleſſing, and coming of 
the Holy Spirit : And let no body be troubled that he muſt believe the. Bread is 
Heh. He reſolves it by the Example of the Bread which Chriſt eat, and 
which was changed into his Body, and became like unto his Fleſh in augmen- 
ting it, and nourilhing it. ' 7b: Lord, ſay's he, when as yet in the Horld, re- 
cetving his Nouriſhment from Bread, this Bread he took, was changed - into his 
Body, and became like unto his Fle(h,- and contributed to aug ment and ſuſtain it af. 
ter a natural manner, ſo inlike ſort this Bread is now changed into our Lord's 


Fleſh. 


I T is plain, this Anſwer ſuppoſes that the Bread is madethe Body of Chriſt 
by way of Augmentation, and by a kind of Aſfimulation, as the Bread whicti 
he eat whilſt on earth, became his Body. Now firſt we ſee that this is not the 
Romane Tranſubſtantiation : The ſubſtance of Bread which the Lord eat, 
was not changed into the ſame Subſtance which he had before, it was joyned 
unto it, and made like it: Bur moreover what relation has this with the Hifh- 
culty which 7heophylat# propoſed to himſelf ? Is it not evident that it muſt 
be ſolved after another manner, ſuppoling he believed Tranſubſtantiation. For 
it muſt be ſaid that the Bread is not Fleſh, but only as it is really and fubſtan- 
tially converted into the ſame Subſtance of this Fleſh. The Romiſh Hypotheſis 
would unavoidably lead him to this; but inſtead of this, he anſwers by an 
Example wherein Tranſubſtantiation is not concern'd, and this ſhows clearly 


- that he had not this Tranſubſtantiation in his Thoughts. 


AS tothe ſecond Difficulty, which conſiſts in that if the Bread were Fleſh, 
it would appear Fleſh, as it may equally ſpring both from the Solution which 
he came from giving to the firſt Doubr, to wit, rhe Compariſon of the Bread 
which Chriſt eat, which was changed into his Fleſh; and from the general 
Propoſition he eſtabliſhed in the beginning, to wit, that the Bread-is the Fleſh 
and the Body it ſelf of Jeſus Chriſt, not his Image ; he conſiders it likewiſe 
as coming from both one and the other of theſe two Principles. He propo- 
ſes it in his Commentaries oh St. Fohn, as ariſing from the Solution he had 
given it: For having related this Compariſon of the Bread Chriſt eat, which 
became his Body, he adds, how then can it be ſaid ? /Vby does it appear to us to 
be Bread, and not Fleſh. In effeR, it it be the ſame with the Bread of the £«- 
chariſft, as that which Chriſt eat, it ſeems it ought appear to us, to be Fleſh as 
the other did. To this 7heophylatt anſwers, thar if it appeared Fleſh to us, 
we ſhould be ſtruck with Horror at the fight of it. /t is, ſay's he, to the end 
we may not concerve Horror in the eating of it : For if it appeared to us tobe Fleſb, 
we could not but abhoy the Communion. {1t is then by an effett of God's Condeſcen- 
tion to our Weakneſs, that the Myſtical Food appears to us to be ſuch as we are uſed 
to. This Anſwer ſuffers us to conclude that *ris not the Phyſical or Natural 
form of Fleſh, which is communicated to the Euchariſtical Bread, but the 
other ; For if it received the Phyſical Form, as the Bread Chriſt cat did, it 
would appear Fleſh as well as that Bread did. All this agrees till very wel! 
with the Greeks Hypotheſis. 


BU.T ſome will reply, this Anſwer is ſhort, for it does not m_—_— 
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plain what is this other Form which the Euchariſtical Bread receives, and 
which makes it the Body of Chriſt ? Ireply, the Anſwer would be ſhort in- 
deed, had not Zheophylad clearly explained himſelf thereon in his Commen- 
tary on St. Mare, wherein he propoſed the ſame doubt, as arifing from the 
general Propoſition, that the Bread is Fleſh. 7his Bread, lay's he,ts not a Fi- 
gure of our Lord's Body, but it is changed intothe Lord's Body : The Breadwhich 
1 (hall give is my Fleſh. He does not ſay "tis the Figure of my Fleſh, but my 
Fleſh. And in another place, if you eat not the Fleſh of the Son of Man. But 
it will be replied ; how does it not appear to be Fleſh? O man, 'tis becauſe of thine 
Infirmities : For becauſe the Bread ana Wine are Food familiar to us, and that 
we are not able to ſuffer Blood and Fleſh before us ; God full of Mercy, in Con- 
deſcenſion to our Heakneſs, conſerves the Species of Bread and Wine but changes 
them into the VIRTUE OF HIS FLESH AND BLOOD. Iris 
clear he means that our Weakneſs not ſuffering us to eat Bread which re- 
ceived the natural form of Fleſh, God conſerves the Bread and Wine in their 
proper Species ; but ro make them his Fleſh and Blood, imprints on them this 
ſupernatural Virtue. Who fees not that the whole Scope of his Diſcourſe 
tends to this ; The Bread is the real Fleſh of Chriſt, not irs Repreſentation, 
becauſe there muſt a proper Sence be given to our Lord's Words? But if it 
really be this Fleſh, why does it not appear Fleſh ? Ir is by an cffe& of God's 
Condeſcention, which ſeeing we are not able to bear the ſight of Fleſh and 
Blood, makes the Bread his Fleſh, not by an Impreſſion of the ſubſtantial 
Form of Fleſh ; but by an Impreſſhon of Virtue. 


— 


I T appears then from the Explication which I now gave to 7heophylat?'s 
Diſcourſe. 1. That Mr. Arnaud has been ſtrangely miſtaken when he ima- 
gined that to expound him according to our Sence; he muſt ſay, if it be /o 
that the Bread contains the Virtue of Chriſt's Body, why does it not appear Fleſh 
to us 2 For this Doubt does not ariſe from the Bread's being Fleſh in Virtue, 
on the contrary, tis that which difipates the Doubt, and makes it vaniſh : Ic 
comes either from the general Propoſition that the Bread is Fleſh, and not the 
Figure of Fleſh ; or from this other Propoſition, that it is Fleſh even as the 
Bread which Jeſus Chriſt eat was changed into his Fleſh ; but the Doubt re- 
ſolves it ſelfby this laſt Propoſition, that it is changed into the Virtue of Fleſh 
and Blood. 


SECONDLY, Itappears likewiſe from thence, that 7heophylai? had 
not Tranſubſtanriation in his Thoughts: For if he had it in his Thoughts, he 
muſt have folved the Difficulty in another manner : He muſt have faid that 
the appearance of Bread remains; but that its Subſtance is changed into the 
Fleſh of Chrift, and for this Reaſon does not appear Fleſh, but Bread. But 
yet notwithſtanding the Doubts would not have ceaſed as they do now, for 
it might be demanded, how this appearance of Bread ſubſifted alone, with- 
out its natural Subftance,how our Sences could be deceived by an appearance 
of Bread, which was not Bread ; and by a real ſubſtance of Fleſh, which ap- 
pearsnot Fleſh ; how this ſame Subſtance of the Hefh of Chrift can be in Hea- 
ven, and on Earth at the ſame time ; and ſeveral other ſuch like Queſtions, 
which are not to be found in Zheophylatt's Text. 34ly. It appears likewiſe that 
Theophyladt believed, that if the Bread was Fleſh otherwiſe, than by an Im- 
preſſion of Virtue, it muſt needs appear Fleſh. For in ſaying that *tis in Con- 
deſcention to our Weaknels, that God changes it into the Yirtue of his Fleſh ; 
he leaves it to be concluded that otherwiſe our Infirmities would not be ſuc- 
coured.and we muſt unavoidably behold Fleſh in its natural Form, 
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M R. 4rnaud not liking this change of Virtue, which is found thus deſcri- 
bed in proper terms in Zheophylatt's Diſcourſe, endeavours to give three dif. 
ferent Explications of them, and leaves us at liberty to chooſe either of them. 
Firſt, that by the virtue of Fleſh, we muſt underſtand the Reality,the inter. 
nal Eſſence of this Flefh.The ſecond, that this is a way of ſpeaking, which is 
vſual with the Greeks to ſay ivieuic, or d'weaps odgues the Force, or Power of 
Fleſh, to ſignify Fleſh full of Efficacy. The third, that when two things ave 
Joyned together in Truth, and in the Mind of thoſe to whom we ſpeak,it often hap. 
pers that in expreſſing them, we denote but one, without excluding the other, aud 
with a deſign to make the other underitood, which we do not expreſs by that which 
we do, Whichhe afterwards explains in theſe Terms. /t is certain that the 
Conſecrated Bread is changed into the Body of Chriſt : It is certain likewiſe that it 
becomes full of its Virtue and Efficacy. Theſe two Truths are joyned, and are 
the Conſequences of each other : And therefore it oft happens that Authors ao 
joyntly expreſs them, as does Euthymius, who tells us in expreſs Terms, That as 


Feſus Chriſt deified the Fleſh he took by a ſupernatural Operation, ſo he changes the 


Bread and Wine after an ineffable manner into his proper Body, which is the 
Fountain of Life, and into his proper Blood, and into the Virtne of both one and 
the other. But as theſe two changes are ſtill joyned in Effet, and the Fathers 
ſuppoſing they were joyned in the. Spirit of the Faithful , It ſufficed them to ex- 


' preſs the one, to make the other underſtood : And thus they tell us a hundred times 


that the Bread is changed into the Body of Chriſt, without expreſſing it is filled 
with its Virtue, becauſe one follows the other, and Theophylatt having told us ſe- 
veral times that th: Bread is changed intothe Body of Chriſt, tells us once, that 
tis changed into its Strength, as the ſequel ef a Myſtery which makes it conceived 
wholy entire, becauſe the Faith of the Faithful does not ſeparate the virtue of 
Chriſts Body, from the Body it ſelf, nor his Body from its Virtue, it never having 
entred into their Minds, that Chriſt*s Body was in Heaven, and that we have only 
in the Fuchariſt its Strength and Virtue, whereas they believe that we have only 
this Strength and Virtue, upon the account of its being really and truly preſent is 
our Myſteries. And 'tis by theſe Engines Mr. Ar»aud pretends to draw Tran- 
ſubſtantiation from the Paſſage of Zheophylart. 


BUT ingeneral,all theſe three Explications appear to us to be forced,and 
neither of *em to be choſen : There needs not this great ſtir to find Zheophy 
laf's real Meaning. He meansno more than what his Expreſſions plainly in- 
timate, to wit, 7hat the Bread and Hine are changed into the Virtue of the Fl:jb 
and Blood of Chriſt, and he means nothing elſe. Had he believed a change of 
Subſtance, he would have ſaid ſo: as well as a Change of Virtue, and ſo much 
the rather as I obſerved, that the Difficulty which he propoſed to reſolve, 
obliged him to explain himſelf clearly about it. Why does not the Bread be- 
ing Fleſh, appear to be ſo ? Becauſe its Subſtance is only changed, and its Ac- 
cidents remain. A Man that believed Tranſubſtantiation muſt needs lay thus. 


T HE firſt Explication eſpecially, can have no grounds, becauſe that when 
we ſpeak of the /irtne of a thing to ſignify its 7ruth, Reality, and inward E[- 
ſence: It is only when the Queſtion concerns this Truth, or this Reality in re- 
ſpect of its Operation or Effets, and Mr. Arnaud's Inſtances confirm what I 
lay. For when St. Paul ſaid, ſpeaking of Hypoerites, that they have 4 Form or 
Appearance of Godlyneſs ucequ(w wworeuac, but that they denied the Power, 
d'uvepur, he means, they have only a falſe Appearance of it, a vain Shadow, 


but not the Reality of it, which is ſeen by its EffeQs. So when Fe/ychins oy's 
| that 
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that it is to recerve the Communion ienorantly, not ts know the Virtue and Diz- 
nity of it, and to be ignorant that "tis the Body and Blood of Chriſt xccording to 
Truth: That this is to receive the Myſtery, and not know the Virtue of th-m; 
he did not mean that the Myſteries were the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt in Sub- 

axce, but — the ſpiritual Underſtanding, which is what he calls 
the Truth of the Myſtery, it 1s the Body and Blood of Chriſt, becauſe what 
offers it ſelf-ro our ſight, is only the Shadow and Vale of the Myſtery 
but that the Divine ObjeCt repreſented by theſe ſenſible things, is the Body 
and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt : Which is what he calls the Yirtue of the Myſtery, 
becauſe its whole Operation and Effets depend only on them : As to what he 
alledgesof Paſchaſins, beſides that he 15 an Author who affeAs Obſcurity, as 
is uſual with Innovators, and that there is a great deal of Injultice in regula- 
ting TheophylatF's Sence, by his Expreſſions, beſides this I ſay, there is no- 
thing can hinder us from ſaying that when he called the internal Eſſence of 
things their / irene, it was in reſpect of their Operation and Effe&ts. But 
this cannot be ſaid of 7heophylatt, for his Diſcourſe does not concern the Ef- 
fets of the Euchariſt, but only to know, why the Bread being the Fleſh of 
Chriſt, yet does not appear Fleſh. If then he would ſay, it is becauſe the ap- 
pearance of Bread remains, and that its Subſtance is changed into the Sub- 
ſtance of the Body of Chriſt, to what purpoſe ſhonld he explain himſelf in 
this manner, /t is changed into the Yirtue of the Body, Why ſhould he ſay 
Virtue for Subſtance, ſeeing that here there was no Queſtion raiſed about the 
Efficacy of the Sacrament. 


M R. Arnand's ſecond Explication, is no better than the firſt. 'He tells us tis 
an uſual way ofſpeaking amongſt the Greeks, to ſay ivtggaia or Wroyus ongues 
* the Strength, or Power of Fleſh , to" Tignifie the Fleſh full of Efficacy. But 
not to enter into the Diſcuſſion of h:s Criticiſm, concerning which much 
might be ſaid, did he only pretend to prove it by two Verſes of Horace, by a 
Paſſage of Paſchaſius Ratbert, and another of St. Bernard's. I ſay that when 
Authors exprels themſelves ia this manner, the /irtze of 4 thing, to ſignify 
a thing full of Virtue or Efficacy, 'tis only when they conſider this thing under 
the Idea of its Virtue or Efficacy, and not otherwiſe ; Thus when Horace ſays, 
The Virtue of Scipio, and the Wiſdom of Lelius: It is becauſe he conſidered 
them under the Quality of Virtuous and Wile, as we call the King his Ma- 
jeſty, then when we are filled with the Idea of his Greatneſs. Ir is the ſame 
in theſe Expreſſions is mah, the Force or Rapidity of the River, for a ſwift 
River, fic HeguhiG- the ſrenoth of Hercules, for the valiant Hercules, for 
then they are conſidered under the Idea of their Strength. Our Saviour ſay's, 
the Virtue of the Holy Spirit, when he meant the EffeQts of the Power of the 
Holy Spirit on the Apoſtles. St. Bernard fay's likewiſe in the ſame Sence, 
that th: wiſe Men acknowledged the Firtue of God inthe weak Body of a Child, 
becauſe he deſigned to oppoſe the eternal Power of the Divinity, to the weak- 
neſs of Childhood. But there is no ſuch thing in the Paſſage of Zheophylatt, 
for he does not conſider the Fleſh of Chriſt in reſpeQ of the EfteAts which it 
diſplays on the Faithful, bur ſimply conſiders it in Reference to the Bread 
which is changed into it, and the Point is not to know, as I have already ſaid, 
why this Bread produces ſo great Efte&ts ; but only why being Fleſh, it does 
not appear Fleſh, but Bread. So that theſe two pretended Explications of Mr. 
Arnaud s are but mere Evaſions, being Groundleſs and Improbable. 


AS tothe third, didever any man ſee any thing more forc'd, and Illaſory, 
than this whole Diſcourſe he makes to eſtabliſh it. //7en the Bread, lay*she, 
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is changed into the Body of Chriſt, it becomes full of its Virtue and Efficacy. What 
means Mr. Arnand by this? If the Bread be changed into the Subſtance of 
Chriſt's Fleſh, it ceaſes to be Bread : Now that which ceaſes to be, is no lon- 
ger filled with any thing, becaule *tis ablolutely no longer in being. There 
remains only the external Figure, and when we underſtand that 'tis this ex- 
ternal Figure that is filled, we cannor ſay that that which is changed is filled, 
for *tis not the Figure that is changed. It is certain when a Mans Head is 0: 
ver full of Philoſophical Netions, they make him forget himſelf. 


TT ſometimes happens, adds hezthat Authors expreſs theſe two Truths joyntly 
together, as Euthymius has done. But I already ſhewed that Euthymins in lay- 
ing the Bread and Wine are changed intothe Body and Blood, and into the 
Virtue of both z never deſigned thereby to expreſs two different things ; but 
only made uſe of rwo different Exprefſions,to ſignify one and the lame thing ; 
the latter of which is only the Explication of the former, his Z#z, being to 
be taken, for a that 7s to ſay. 


MR. 4rnaid goes on and ſay's that TheophylaQ having ſaid ſeveral times 
the Bread is changed into the Body of Chriſt, tells us once "tis changed into 
his Strength, as an effett of the Myſtery, which makes it conceived intire, But 
it is ealy to an{wer him, that when 7heophylalt fay's the Bread is changed in- 
to the Body, and that it is changed into the Virtue of the Body, theſe are 
neither two diſtintt things, nor two parts of the Myftery, but two Expreſ- 
ſions which ſignify at bottom but one and the ſame thing; with this Diffe- 
rence, that the one is general, and th'other particular, the one more confuſed, 
and th'other more diſtin, the one, which gives way in ſome fort to the 
Doubt by its generality, and th*other which reſolves it. It is certain he has 
ſaid ſeveral times the Bread is changed into the Body, and only once, *that 'tis 
changed into the Virtue of the Body, but it is alſo true, that he never ſaid 
it is changed into the Subſtance of the Body. If he only once ſpake of the 
Change of Virtue, this once is ſufficient to ſhew his meaning. Others have 
mentioned it as well as he, as Zheodotus, Cyrillus of Alexandria, Yittor of An- 
tioch, Futychins, Euthyminus, Fly de Crete. Who could ever be perſwaded all 
theſe Authors (who lived indivers times ) have conſpired together to ſay al- - 
ways irtue, and never Subſtaxce, altho they had ia their Thoughts a Change 
of Subſtance, and not of irtue.” 


THE Language of the Greeks is, Conformable to that of Paſchaſws his 
Adverſaries, as he ſhews us himſelf in his Commentary on St. Mathew.They 
{aid theBread was changed into the Virtue of the Fleſh of Chriſt, and Pſ- 
chaſins is not fo nice in his Language as Mr. 4r»aad. He neither ſay's the 
Virtue ſignifies Verity, Reality, internal Eſſence, nor that the Virtue of the 
Fleſh, {ignifies the Fleſh full of Virtue, nor that *tis anly one part of the My- 
ſtery which ſignifies the other. All theſe Turnings were not in faſhion in his 
time: He very honeſtly takes this Term in the true Sence of thoſe that uſed 
it. [am aftoniſhed, ſay's he, at what ſome ſay now, viz. that the Eucharilt is not 
the Flh and Blood of Chriſt really, but Sacramentally ; a certain Ffficacy of the 
Fleſh, not the Fleſh itſelf, the Virtue of the Blood, but not the Blood itſelf. Ia 
this manner did they underſtand it, who ſpake of a change of Virtuc,and thus 
was it taken by Paſchaſius : But Mr. Arnaud has found that according to the 
Rules of his Grammar it muſt be taken otherwiſe, and as if he were the ſole 
Judg of mens Thoughts, and Interpreter of their Sence, he aſſures us that 
this Change of Virtue, fignifiesa Change of Subltance, by three Explications, 
of which he gives us the Choice. ny 
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MOREOVER I know not why he ſhould tell us, that the Faith of the ,,, . . a 
Faithful never ſeparates the Firtue of Chriſt's Body, from the Body itſelf, nor his p. +58. 


Body from its Virtue. For if he means this generally,as his Expreſſions intimate, 


he ſhould remember whar he ſaid juſt before, 7hat' Baptiſm contains the Vir- |; 6 27S 


rue of Chriſt's Blood, in the ſame manner the Miniſters imagine this Virtue to be 
contained in the Euchariſt. He ſhould have oblerved that in his Chapter on 


Nicholas Methonienfis, he poſitively aſſerts, that the Virtue of Chriſt's Body is ES. 3. 03s 


communicated to the Hater of Baptiſm, and the Oyl of Confirmation. It ſeems 
to me here's a manifeſt ContradiQtion, for if the Faithful do not ſeparate the 
Virtue of Chriſt's Body, from the Body it ſelf, that is toſay according as he 
underſtands it from the Subſtance of his Body : How does the Water of Bap- 
tiſm, and the Oyl of Confirmation contain rhe Virtue of this Body, ſeeing 'tis 
. out of Doubt that they contain not the Subſtance of them ? But whence has 
he learned ſuch a profound kind of Doftine, that the Faith of the' Faithful 
does not ſeparate the Virtue of Chriſt's Body, from the Body it ſelf? Does not 
this Virtue accompany the Word of God which St. Paul calls the Power of God 
zo Salvation, and in which, notwithſtanding there is not to be imagined a 
Preſence of the Subſtance of Chriſt's Body ? Does he not know that the Fa- 
thers teach, We eat our Saviour's Fleſh, as well in the hearing of the Word, as 
in the Participation of Baptiſm, which can only be underſtood of the Vir- 
tue ſeparated from the Subſtance ? If Mr. Arnaua: ſay's that he underſtands 
this as meant only ofthe Fachari#, beſides that his Terms are general, and 
in manner of a Principle, which he afterwards applies to the Euchariſt ; be- 
ſides this I ſay, this does nor at all reſolve the Cn ſceing our Debate 
is, Whether the Virtue of the Body is in the Fuchariſt together with the Sub- 
ſtance, or whether it bein it alone, and without the Subſtance. Wherefore 
muſt not the Faithful who acknowledg in other Particulars this Virtue with- 
out the Subſtance, acknowledg the {ame thing in the Zuchariit ? 


AND this is what I had to fay to the Paſſage of Zheophyla#, -and which 
may likewiſe ſerve for an Illuſtration to what Mr. Arnasd alledges out of Vi- 
cholas Methonienſis, This Author wrote a Treatiſe which is inſerted in the 
Bibliotheca Patrum, under this Title Negs Tous 9r5xeZovles Kol Axarlees om 6 itg5g- 


. 333. 
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Aaainſt thoſe that doubt, and ſay the Conſecrated Bread and Hine are not the 
Body and Blood of our Lord Feſus Chriſt. 


MR. Arnaud, ſay's he, finds the Miniſters very much perplexed touching ,;_ . . , 
this Doubt. But this isonly an imaginary Difficulty : For what Perplexity is p. ::;. 


there in it ? Theſe People doubted* whether the' Bread and Wine were the 
Body and Blood of Chriſt : But did they doubt that the Bread and Wine were 
the Signs or Repreſentations of the Body and Blood of Chriſt ? No, this was 
not the Cauſe of their Doubt: Did they doubt that *rwas the Body of 
Chriſt in Virtue? Should we take their Doubt in this Sence; *rwould 
not be ſuch a ſtrange Matter as Mr. Arnaud makes it. He may declame if 
he pleaſes, FYhy could not they believe Chriſt might morally communicate to 
the Bread, the Virtue of his Body ? Is it a harder matter to communicate to the 

Bread the Virtue of Chriſt's Body, than to communicate it to the Water of Bap- 

tiſm, and the Oyl of Confirmation ? This 1s but a Flouriſh, for Paladius tells 
us that a Monk doubted of this very thing, haviag had no Reſpe& to Mr. 4r- 


3+ 


bid. 


zaud's Remonſtrances. He doubted touching the Gifts, and ſaid, how can the P4144. By. 
Gifts ſanttify me. St. Ambroſe in his Treatiſe de Znitiatis, combats the ſame <p. 74: 


Sf 2 Doubts 


—_———— 
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himſelf told us, this is my Body, this is my Blood, and if you eat wot the Fleſp of 


Tt. £7 _ 


BUT. there is no neceſſity- of expounding in this Sence the Doubt of thoſe 
of whom 4\/zholas Metborienſis ſpeaks: His Expreſſions mult not be altered. 
They doubted whether the Bread and Wine were the Body and Blood of 
Chriſt, and this Doubt aroſe from the general and uſual Expreſſions of the 
Greeks: who poſitively affirm it. What can be concluded hence? The Greets 
then underſtand theſe general Expreſſions in a Sence of Tranſubſtantiation, or 
real Preſence. I deny it, and that with Reaſon ; for this does not follow : 
Butit willbe replied, theſe Doubters at leaſt believed their Church, took 
them in this Sence,and 'tis likely this was the Occaſion of their Doubt. Which 
I alſo deny, for if theſe were their Thoughts, why did they not tell us ſo? 
Why could not they {ay they doubted of the Truth of chis DoQtrine, that the 
Bread and Wine are changed into the Subſtance of the Body and Blood of 
Chriſt, - To what purpoſe ſo many Words? This Propoſition, the Bread ts 
the Body of Feſus Chriſt, offended them z and which way ſever they turn'd it, 
it could not ſcem to them capable of a rational Sence. W hether this Doubt 
aroſe thro want of a thro-Conlideratian,. or whether in cffet they had exa- 
mined the matter, or had conſidered the Propoſition, either confuſedly in it 
{elf, or in the Expoſition the, Greeks gaye of it, is more than we know, for 
Nicolas Methonienſis fay's nothing of it,” and we cannot inform our ſelyes 
elſewhere. This is a matter of Fact, on which every Man may make his Con- 
jeQuures, , but yet this Principle muſt remain undenyable, that their Doubt a- 
roſe from this Propoſition, the Bread is the Body of Feſus Chriſt ; andnot from 
this other, he Bread is Tranſubſtantiated into the Body of Feſus Chriſt. 


LE T. Mr, 4naud hew us if he pleaſes, how it happens that between 

theſe two Doubts which 7heophyladt and Nicolas Methonienſis propole, there 
ariſes never a one touching the ſubſtantial Converſion; for ſuppoſing the 
Greeks believed it, it could not be, but ſome muſt doubt and ſay, how is the 
Subſtance of Bread changed into that of the Body of "Chriſt ; evenas they 
lay'd, how is Bread Fleſh ? How is Bread the Body ? The Languages, which 
according to Mr. Arnaxd, - are not ſo barren but they can furniſh us with Expreſ- 
ſions to ſay, | 1 doubt whether the Bread contains the Virtue of Chriff's Body, 7 
doubt whether it is the Figure of the Body of Chriſt ? Can they not likewiſe ſup- 
ply them with proper Terms, who would ſay, 7 doubt whether the Subſtance of 
Bread is changed into the Subſtance of Chriſt's Body ? 


THERE isnothing then in the Doubt of theſe People which Vicho/as 
Methonienſis handles, which can favour Mr. rnaud's Cauſe. Neither is there 
any thing in his Anſwer which will do him any Kindneſs. /Vicolaus Methoni- 
enſis lays, that the Bread is changed into the Body of Chriſt. That this Myſti- 
cal Sacrifice takes its Original from our Lord himſelf: That we muſt not deſpiſe 
what has been taught us by this Divine Mouth which cannot tye : That *twas he 


the 
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the Son of Man, nor drink his Blood, you have no Life in you. That we muſt 


not charge him with want of Power, ſeeing he is Almighty : That his Body was 
born of a Virgin above the courſe of Nature, and above the Thoughts and Ap- 
prehenfions of Men. Mr. Arnaud is fo well ſatisfied with theſe Expreſſions, 
that he cries out 1n a Tranſportof Joy, that they are juſt, natural, and befitting 
a Biſbop to Utter, that believes Tranſubſtantiation, «nd Refutes thoſe that do not | 
But what is there in all this, which does not agree with the Sentiment of the 
Greeks, being fuchas I have repreſented it, in the thirteenth Chapter of the 
foregoing Book ? The Bread is changed intothe Body of Chriſt, by the Im- 
preſſion of his {upernatural Virtue, and is made this Body by way of Augmen- 
cation : This is an Effet of his almighty Power, which a&s above the Courſe 
of Nature ; But it does not follow that this is a Tranſubſtantiation. Had /Vico- 
laus Methonienſis meant a Change of Subſtance, why could he nor fay ſo,the 
Tongues which Mr. 4raud has fo inriched when the Firtue of the Body was 
in Queſtion, mult they immediately become: ſo poor again, when the Queſti- 
on concerns that of Subſtance ? Couldnot they furniſh this Biſhop with pro- 
per Terms, to lay that the Subſtance of Bread is changed into that of the Bo- 
dy ? Which is what he oughtto find in \Vicholas his Expreſſions to bear him 
out in his Exultations. But Mr. Arzasd can find matter of Triumph when 
he pleaſes. 


NICOL AU S Methonienſis continuing his Diſcourſe, adds, perhaps you 
doubt of this Myſtery,and do not Believe it becauſe you do not ſee ml, and Blood. 
He means according to Mr, Claude, lay's Mr. Arnaud, perhaps you do not be- 
lieve the Bread and Hine contain the Virtue of Chriſt's Body and Blood, becauſe 
you do not ſee Fleſh and Blood ; as if there muſt appear Fleſh and Blood, that we 
may believe the Bread and Wine contain the Virtue of them. Theſe Peoples Rea- 
ſoning, adds he, would conſiſt according to Mr. Claude in «very pleaſant Argu- 
ment,if the Bread and Hine Contain'd the Virtue of Chriſt's Body, thert would 
appear Fleſh and Blood in the Fuchariſt, but there does not appear Fleſh and Blood ; 
Therefore they do not contain the Virtue thereof. He enhaunceth this Remark 
by an Example taken from my Book, which contains, fſay's he, morally my 
Virtue, ſothat it may be demanded why my Perſon does not appear in all 
the Chambers wherein my Book 1s read. 


T HIS Diſcourſe is ſo full of Error, that Ican ſcarce believe it is Mr. Ar- 
zaud's own. 1/t. Suppoling we do attpibute to theſe Dubitants the Argu- 
ment he has formed, he cannot call it: g pleaſant axd ridiculous Argument, as he 
has done, without contradifting himſelf, and deriding his own Maxim,which 


lbid. p 


P. 226 


he laid down in his Chapter touching Theophylatt, That the Faith of the Faith- P. 188, 


ful doth never ſeparate the Virtue of Chriſt's Body, from the Body it ſelf, nor his 
Body from his Virtue, and that it never entred into their Thoughts the Body of 
Chriſt was in Heaven, and that we recerve only in the Euchariſt its Strength and 
Virtue, whereas they believe we receive only this Strength and Virtue, from its be- 
ing really and truly preſent in our Myſteries. Suppoſing that /Vicolaus Metho- 
nenſis his Doubters, reaſoned on the Principle of Mr. Arnaud's Believers,their 
Argument would contain nothing but what is natural and reaſonable. For 
if the Virtue of Chriſt's Body be only in the Z«charift, upon the account of 
his Body being really and truly Preſent init, it ngturally follows there muſt 
appear Fleſh therein, ſeeing the Virtue thereof cannot but be accompanied 
by this Fleſh, according to Mr. Ar-avd and his Faithful. This Reaſoning 
muſt be wholly grounded on two Propoſitions, the one, that whereloeyer the 
Body of Chriſt is ſubſtantially preſent, there mult appear Fleſh, this is a na- 


tural 


226. 
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tural Conſequence ; th'other, that the Virtue of this Body is only in the Zu. 
chariſt, becauſe the Body it felf is ſubſtantially in it,this is Mr. 4-»2ud's Faith. 
If this Reaſoning be Pleaſant and Ridiculous, it cannot be ſo upon the account 
of the firſt Propoſition ; for as I ſaid, it is ſelf Evident. It muſt be fo then by 
reaſon of the ſecond, that is to ſay, upon the Account of Mr. Arnaud's Faith. 
Is it not ſtrange Mr. Arzasd ſhould forget himfelt ſo ſoon as ever hehas leap'q 
out of one Chapterinto another, and ridicule himſelf. I confeſs it may hap. 
pen that a Man, althootherwiſe conſiderative may fall into ContradiQion ; 
tor there are few Perſons but what are lyable to Miſtakes ; Burt it is ſtrange 
a Man ſhould combat and fall foul on himſelf, becauſe that when we are ear. 
neſtly intent on any Subje&,the Ideas thereof rerurn, and Attention furniſhes 
us with that Matter which offered not it ſelf at firſt. But that fuch a man of 
Parts as Mr. Arnazd, ſhould Contradi& and Confute himſelf, and Scoff at his 
own Afertions.in the ſame Book, at three Chapters Diſtance, is in my Mind 
a little amazing. | 


II. BUT moreover, *tis certain Mr. 4r»aud has been plainly miſtaken in 
the Arguing which he attributes according to us,to Vicolaus Methonienſic his 
Dubitants. For we never told him their Doubt was grounded on the Bread's 
being the Body of Chriſt in Virtue. Perhaps, fay's Nicolaus Methonienſis, Ye 
doubt of this Myſtery, and do not believe it, becauſe ye do not ſee Fleſh and Blood 
init. Their Doubt was grounded on the general Propoſition of the Greeks : 
Thar the Bread and Wine were the Body and Blood of Chriſt. MWicolas ſay's, 
perhaps this Propoſition appeared to them incredible, becauſe they did not 
ſee Fleſh and Blood in the Fuchariſf:We ſhould know whether theſe Doubters 
acknowledged, this was in effe@ the real Cauſe of their Doubt ; but ſuppoſing 


' It were, all that can be concluded thence, is that they would Reaſon in this 


fort, If the Bread be the Body of Chriſt it muſt appear Fleſh ; But it does 
not, therefore itis not Fleſh. This Reaſoning oppoſes the Expreſſion of the 
Greeks, that the Bread is the Body of Chriſt, as al:o the Example which they 
gave of it, to wit, ofthe Bread which our Saviour eat ; but it does not difa- 
gree with the Expoſition which they gave of it, which-is,that it is the Body 
of Chriſt in Virtue ; on the contrary we have already obſerved, that 7heo- 
phylact uſes this Expoſition for the ſolving of the ObjeCtion contained in this 
Reaſoning : Which plainly ſhews that whilſt this Propoſition, the Bread is 
the Body of Chriſt, ſtands alone, and unexplained ; it may give occaſion to 
Ignorant People to form this Obje&ion,but as ſoon as tis explained and ſhew- 
ed in what Sence the Greeks underſtand it, the Doubt vaniſhes. 


AND this will more plainly appear, if we conſider the Anſwer which 
Nicolaus Methonienſis made to thoſe that doubted, for it comes very near to 
that of Zheophylatf. God, ſay's he, reſpeFing our Heakneſs, leſt we ſbould cON- 
cerve Horror at the Pledges of Eternal Life, as being not able to indure the ſight 
of Fleſh and Blood, does therefore deliver to us things familiar to our Nature,and 
has joyned to thens his Divinity, ſaying, this is my Boay, this is my Blood, This 
Anſwer does in a manner explain in what Sence the Greeks believed the Bread 
was the Body of Chriſt, to wit, by its Union with the Divinity, which does 
very well folvethe Argument ofthe Doubters,and bereaves it of its Strength. 
For if it be the Body of Chriſt only by this means, to wit, by its Union with 
the Divinity, there is no longer occalion to ſay it ſhould appear Fleſh. 


IT is then clear that this whole Diſpute of Nicolaus Methonienſis over- 
throws Tranſubſtantiation, as well as that of Zheophylatt. | For as to _ 
that 
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that doubted, had they known the Greek Church taught that the Subſtance 
of Bread is changed into that of the Body, they would have grounded their 
ObjeCtion,-not on the general Propoſition, that the Bread is the Body, but on 
the particular one, to wit, that the Bread is changed into the Subſtance of the 
Body, whence it more ſtrongly and diſtinQly follows that ic ought to appear 
Fleſh after the Change. And as to the Anſwer return'd them, they muſt 
have been told that the Subſtance only is changed, and that the Accidents of 
Bread remaia to ſerve asa Vail to the Fleſh of Chriſt ; This is what ought to 
be anſwered on the Hypotheſis of Tranſubſtantiation, and not that the Bread 
is joyned to the Divinity. This Anſwer would be abſurd if we ſuppoſe 
Tranſubſtantiation, for the Difficulty would fill remain, Why the Bread 
becoming the Subſtance of our Lord's proper Fleſh, it does not appear Fleſh ? 
Yet WVicolaus Methonienſis will have theſe ObjeQtors reſt ſatified with his An- 
{wer, and extends not their Doubts any farther. 


CHAF 'V 35 


The Profeſſion of Faith which the Sarracens were cauſed to make in the 
twelveth Century, conſidered ; ſeveral Paſſages out of Cabaſilas, Si- 
meon Archbiſhop of Theſlalonica, Jeremias the Patriarch of 
Conſtantinople, and ſeveral others, Collefted by Mr. Arnaud 
out of Greek Authors : Examined. 


E have already rehearſed the Profeſſion of Faith which the 

Greeks of the twelveth Century cauſed the - Sarracens 

to make, that imbraced the Chriſtian Religion; to 

ſhew the Greeks kept themſelves to the general Exprefli- 

ons of the Bread and Wines being the Body and Blood of Chriſt,and how they 
are changed into this Body and Blood ; leaving to God the Knowledg of 
the manner thereof. It is certainthis is all can be concluded thence, and yet 
Mr. 44nd has not fail'd to draw this Profeflion of Faith to his Advantage : 
But ſeeing he deſigned to make a Proof of it, it ſeems to me; he ought at leaſt 
to rehearſe truly the Terms of it, and not alter them as he has done in his 


Verſion. Zbelzeve, lay's the Convert, and confeſs the Bread and Wine which r;11 Þ.ir.um; 


are myitically Sacrificed by the Chriſtians, | and of which they partake in their Di- 2.G:ec, Lat. 


vine Sacraments. This Clauſe thus expreſled, has not contented Mr. 4rnaud, 
and therefore he has'not thought good to relate it in this Form, altho it be ſo 
in the 'Greek and Latin Verſion. Zbelieve alſo, lay*s the Sarracen, that theſe 
things are in truth the Body and Blood of Chriſt, betng changed by his Divine 
Virtue intelletually and invifbly above all humane Underflandimy, AS 71S 
BEST KNOWN TO HIMSELF, Theſe are fo far the true Ex- 


preſſions of the Profeflion, 'Here fallows Mr. 4r»2ud"s Verſion. 7 am per- xy. x. c 15. 


ſwaded, [ believe, I confeſs that the Bread and Hine myſtically Conſecrated by the fp. 147 


Chriſtians, and of which they partake in the Celebration of the Holy Myſteries ,are 
in truthth: Budy and Blood of our Zora, being changed by bis Divine Virtue, in 
4 manner uot to be perceived by our Eyes, and diſcernible only to the Mind, but 


{vs rpaſſing 
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ſurpaſſing all the Thoughts of Men, and which is only comprehended by God alone, 
and ſo [ promiſe that 7 will partake of it with other faithful People, as being in 
truth his Fleſh and Blood, By this means. 1. He confounds two things 
which the Proſelyte diſtinguiſhes; The one is to Confeſs the Bread and Wine 
of which the Chriſtians partake, and the other, ro Confeſs that this Bread 
and Wine are in truth the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt. Theſe two Clau- 
ſes being thus diſtinguiſhed, itis cledr the firit ſuppoſes that *tis Bread and 
Wine; and this Mr. Arzaud would conceal by confounding them in one.2dy. 
Inſtead of rendring votgvs 7: roi dopgrrme ZatellefFually and Inviſtbly, he has 
taken ſuch a Circuit as changes the Sence : /» a manner, ſay's he, which our 
Eyes do not diſcover, and which is diſcernable only to the' Mind : To hinder the 
Readers from obſerving that the Change in Queſtion is Spiritual and Myſti. 
cal, not Senſible, or Material, for this is preciſely what 1s meant by this 
rozgas Te Kal gopdTre, 3dly, Inftead of theſe Terms, 45 he alone knows Gs oidy 
KdvG- «ves which gives us to underſtand that God only determinately knows 
what this Spiritual and Myſtical Change is; He has Tranſlated, 1n « manner 
Comprehended by God alone, to accommodate this to the DoQtrine of the Ro- 
man Church,which expreſly determines the Change of one Subſtance into a- 
nother ; But not being able to diſfintangle herſelf from the Difficulties ſhe finds 
in this Doftrine, ſends. us to God. 


of 


A ND. yet with all theſe Alterations Mr. Arzaud can conclude nothing 
from this Profeſſion of Paith,unlefs ir be, that the Bread and Wine are in truth 
the Body and Blood of Jefus Chriſt, and that they are changed by his Di. 
vine Virtue : But this is not the Point we diſputed on : They are then chang- 
ed in reſpect of their Subſtance : Itis this Conſequence which we deny, In 
Effet, whether the Bread and Wine are the Body and Blood of Chriſt by a 
change of Virtue, and by way of Augmentation, as the Greeks explain it, or 
otherwile ; it iscertain that they are ſo truly, and not falſly ; So this Profeſſi- 
on of Faith then means no more than this, that we muſt believe the Bread and 
Wine are not vainly and imaginarily the Body and Blood of our Lord, but 
really and truly, altho God anly knows how they are changed, or what kind ' 
of Change happens to them. Now this ſuppoſes on one hand that they are c 
{till Bread and Wine, and on the other, that we muſt not proceed fo far as . 

\ 
E 


a ae a ao. a coo 


to a change of Subſtance. 


MR, Arnaud then advertiſes the:'World to no purpoſe, 7hat theſe kind of : 

HFritings are deſign'd to repreſent the General, Publick and Univerſal Sentiments 7 
P. 246. of the Church, and not the Particular Sentiment of Authors.That they contain an 
Exatt, Preciſe, and Plain way of Speaking without Figure, or Metaphor, th-ir 


End being only to give an Fxatt and True Account of Points of Faith. It 1sea- 1} 
{y toturn theſe Remarks againſt himſelf; For ſeeing theſe kind of Writings T 
{peak Preciſely, and Exattly, he ought to ſhew us Diſtinitly, and Fxaitly the d 


Converſion of Subſtances contained inthem : And ſeeing it is not to be found 
in them, and yet this Profeſſion of Faith repreſents the General, Publick and 


Univerſal Sentiment of the Greek Chirch ; It follows that this Publick, Gene- tr 
ral, and Univerſal Sentiment is not Tranſubſtantiation. E 
| of 
P. 247. T O little Purpoſe likewiſe does he add, 7hat the Church would not have the in 
Converted Sarracens believe that the Bread and Hine were not truly the Body wy 
and Blood of Christ, but only his Figare indued with their Virtue.This 1s not the pt 
Point; the Queſtion is to know whether they were taught the Converſion of Ws 
Subſtances, which is what he ought to ſhow; bur this he will be never able th 


| 19, 
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todo. For, for toteach that the Bread and Wine are really the Body and 
Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, { whichis whar is preciſely contain'd in this Profeſſi- 
on of Faith ) 15 not as { as I have already aid ) the teaching the Converſion 
of Subſtances. Moreover I never told him the modern Greeks aſſerted the Em 
chariſt to be a Figure : And as to the Change of Virtue we do not prove it, it 
is true by this Protefſion of Faith, bur we prove it by other Teſtimonies, which 
are ſo plain and expreſſive that Mr. Arzaud can give no ſolid Anſwer to 


them. 


THERE only remain now of all thoſe pretended Proofs of Mr. 4-- 
aaud, ſome Paſſages out of: Cabafilas Biſhop of Theſſalonica, Simeon Biſhop 
alſo of Zheſſalonica, Feremias the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, and ſome other 
Greek Authors. They all ſay near upon the fame thing, which is, 7hat the 
Bread and Hine are the Body and Blood of Chriſt : This wery Body and Blood, 
That they are changed into this Body and Blood. But Mr. Arnaud muſt diſfa- 
buſe himſelf once tor all,touching the Thoughts he has, that from theſe kind 
of Expreſſions may be concluded the DoCtrine of the Converlion of Subſtan- 

ces: For ſo far are we from granting this Conclulion to be good, that we 
pretend we have Reaſon to draw a contrary Conſequence. In effeft.1/f.There 
is nothing more uſual in Authors than to ſay, That the Poor are Feſus Chriſt, 
even Chriſt himſelf, that the Church is the Body of Feſus Chrift, the very Body © 
of Feſus Chriſt, that we are changed into Feſus Chriſt, changed into his Bodytranſ* 
formed into him, changed into his Fleſh : and ſuch like ways of ſpeaking, Ex- 
amples of which are infinite. It is then a great Abule to pretend theſe Terms 
are to be underſtood in a Sence of Identity and ſubſtantial Converſion,as they 
term it. For { as I ſaid elſewhere, ) theſe Expreſſions being lyable to be Ex- 
pounded in divers particular Sences,and ſeeing they may be taken ina gene- 
ral and indiſtin& one, there can be no Reaſon for the taking them, in the Sence 
which Mr. 4rzaud gives them. 


IT. THE Converſion of the Subſtances of Bread and Wine into thoſe of 
the Body and Blood of Chriſt, does of itſelf, torm ſo preciſe and diſtin& a 
Sence, that when Authors would aſſert it, they explain ic in clear and diſtintt 
Terms, which anſwer the diſtin determinate Conception they have of ir. 
Whence it follows, that if the Greek Authors had on this Subject the ſame 
Belief as the Roman Church, they would explain themſelves fo clearly,that 
there would be no need of running to the Baron of Spartaris, nor Payſius Zi- . 
garidixs, nor yet to the fix Syrian Prieſts ro make us underſtand it. 


FOR whilſt he produces no other kind of Paſſ:ges but ſuch as theſe, we 
ſhall have ſtill Reaſon to conclude from hence, that the Greeks do not believe 
Tranſubſtantiation , becauſe it they did believe it, they would without 
doubt ſpeak otherwiſe of it. 


[1I. BUT ſuppoſing theſe Reaſons Invalid, we have ſhewed / when we 
treated of the real Belict of the Greeks) in what Sence they underſtand theſe 
Expreſſions. Inefte&, if we compare the Dottrine of the Greeks with that 
of the Zatins,and throly comprehend what they hold in common,and where- 
in they differ, we ſhall eaſily perceive Mr. Ar2aud's Sophiſm, for whatſoe- 
ver healledges from Greek Authors, reſpeQts this Equivocal part of their Hy- 
potheſis, which he believed to belike that of the Zatins, altho at bottom *ris 
not {o; but he has ſtudiouſly avoided therelating any thing concerning this o- 
ther Part, by which the two Hypotheſis's diſtinguiſh themſelves, and wy 
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from one another. The Greeks and Latins agree in theſe general Expreſſions, 
The Bread is made the Body of Feſus Chriſt, The Bread is changed into the Body 
of Chriit, it becomes the very Body, the proper Body, the real Body of Chriſt. They 
are not two Bodtes, but one Body. So far you ce they hold the ſame Language, 


BUT go farther, ask them whether the nature of Bread ceaſes to be. 
The Latizs anſwer, there remains nothing of its Subſtance, nor Matter, nor 
inward Form, but only the Accidents. The Greeks on the contrary ſay, That 
the Bread is joyned to the Divinity, that fromthis Union reſults one compo- 
ſed of two Natures, that there is made a Compoſition of Bread and the Ho. 
ly Spirit. Ask the Zatins how the Bread is made the Body of Jelus Chriſt, 
They Anſwer, by the Converſion of its whole Subſtance, into the Subſtance 
which this Body had before the Converſion. The Greets on the contrary ſay, 
the Bread becomes an Augmentation of the natural Body of our Lord, andis 
made by this means his Body : Ask them what Change the Bread receives ; 
the Zatins ſay it isa real Tranſubſtantiation, ( that is to ſay ) the change of 
one Subſtance into another. The Greeks on rhe contrary anſwer, that it is 
a SanQtification which the Bread receives, and that it is changed into rhe Su- 
pernatural Virtue of Chriſt's Body. Ask the Z4ti5 how the Bread becomes 
the real Body, the very Body, the proper Body of our Lord born of the Virgin 
Mary: They anſwer, *tis becauſe in effe&t the fame numerical Subſtznce, 
without any Difference. The Greeks on the contrary ſay, that *tis becauſe 
an Augmentation makes not another Body ,than that which receives Augmen- 
tation, and they make uſe of the Example of a Child, which Eating, and 
Drinking and Growing by this means, has not two Bodies, but one. 


M R. rnaxd then has in vain, colle&ed all the Paſſages of Cabeſi/as which 
aſſert, The Gifts are changed into the Body and Blood of Chriſt, that the Bread is 
the very Body of our Saviour, the Sacrifice offered for the Sabvation of the Hoarld, 
that the Lord is ſeen and handled by means of the Holy and Dreadful Myſteries, 
and that we receive him in the Euchariſt, Thele Exprefſions are common 
both to the Zatins and Greeks, from whence he can conclude nothing, to 
the Prejudice of thele Differences we have obſerved, and which decide the 
Queſtion. 


IT jsin vainhe tells us, that Cabaſilas Diſputing againſt the Latins, on the 
Subjeit of this Prayer which they make after the Conſecration : Jube ſurſum ferri 
dona hxc in manu angeli ad ſuperczleſte tuum Altare : Reaſons on theſe four 
Principles which include the real Preſence, and Tranſubſtantiation. 1ſt. That 
we ought not to wiſh the Body of Chriſt be taken up from us. 2ly. That the Body 
of Chriſt being in Heaven and on Earth, we ought not to deſire it ſhould be carried 
up into Heaven, becauſe it is there already. 3dly. That it cannot be offered by 
Angels, becauſe it is above Angels. qty. That we cannot without Impicty wiſh the 
Gifts a greater Dignity, ſeeing they are the Body of Feſus Chriſt. 


AS to what concerns the firſt of theſe: Cabaſilas ſay's only, Ie muſt not 
pray that the Holy Gifts be taken away from us, but onthe contrary, that they may 
remain with us, and muſt believe they ao ſo, becauſe it is thus that Chriſt is with 
uw $0 the end of the World: Hitherto we fee neither Tranſubſtantiation, nor 
real Preſence. As to the 24. Cabaſilas ſay's, That if the Latins acknowledged 
it to be the Body of Chriſt, they muſt believe he is with us, and that he is above 
the Heavens, ſeated at the right Hand of the Father, in a manner known to him, 


which till ſuppoſes ne*ther real Preſence, nor Tranſubſtantiation. _ ac- 
cording 
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cording to the Greeks, the Facharift whiich is on the Earth, being the Growth 
of the Body of Chriſt, is one and the ſame Body with that in Heaven. So that 
in this manner, the ſame Body is in Heaven and on Earth ; In Heaven, in re- 
ſpe& of its natural Subſtance, and on Earth, in reſpect of the Myſtery, which 
is its Growth ; which is far from the Sence of the Zatins; and does not ſup- 
poſe any Tranſubſtantiation. As to the 3d. How, fay's Cabaſilas, can that be 
carried up by an Angel which is above all Principalities and Powers, and above 
every Name. But, methinks this would be co extend the uſe of Conſequences 
too far,to conclude from hence that the Zuchari/t is the Body of Chriſt in pro- 
priety of Subſtance. For itis ſufticienttoeſtabliſh the Truth of what C2ba- 
fas ſay's, that the Bread is the Body of Chriſt in Virtue, and by way of 
Growth, as we have already obſerved the Greets explain it, ſeeing it is true 
that this Dignity raiſes it up in ſome Sence above the Angels themlelves, not 
in reſpeCt of its Nature or Subſtance, but in reſpe& of the Virtue which ac- 
companies ir, which is the ſupernatural Virtue of our Lord's Body, As tothe 
4h. It is certain that Cabaſi/as has had reaſon to ſay that if the Zatins deſired 
the Gifts might afrer their Conlecration receive ſome new Dignity, anda 
Change into a better State, their Prayer would be impious, ſeeing they ac- 
knowledged they were already the Body of Chriſt. Fc7,as he afterwards adds, 
to what more excell-nt or Holy State can we believe they paſs.into? His Reaſoning 
is good, but I do not ſte it includes ( as Mr. Arnaxud tells us) the teal Pre- 
ſence, and Tranſubſtantiation : He ought to (ſhew us this, and not aſfert it 
withour Proof; for it may very well be ſaid in the Sence of the Greeks, that 
the Bread is capable of no higher a Dignity, than that of receiving the Im- 
preſſion of the Virtue of Chriſt's Body, and to be made this Body by way of 
Growth and Augmentation, 


IT is moreover in Vain Mr. Arnaud endeavours to ſhew that in the 
Sence of Cabaſi/as Chriſt does not really dye iti the Euchariſt, tof we never im- 
puted to this Author ſo ſtrange a DoQtrine: Neither have we been deceiv'd 
rouching the Participles op«yu & cpu, as Mr. Arnaud has imagined. 
For we find that Cabaſilas calls the Body of Chriſt not 5p«<il% as Mr, Ar- 
aud {uppoles, this is a Fault in Grammar which has ſcaped his Pen for want 
of heed, and which we muſt not impute to a Greek ; but 5p«x!, we have 
ſcen likewiſe he deny's the Body is, not 59*7%%©- as Mr. Arnaud does, 
again aſſert by a Miſtake thro Incogitancy, for we are not willing to attribute 
it toany thing elſe. The Greeks do not ſay mu 50%75wpwE- 1n that Sence, 
to ſay the Sacrificed or Slain Body, no more than wax opxyale ; but cpx70- 
A101, which isto fay that Cabaſi/as means that the Body has been ſlain here- 
tofore, and not at preſent. But this does not hinder it trom being true, as I 


Lb,;.c.8, 


laid in my Anſwertothe Perpetuity, that Cabalilas has reſpec? to the Body of angyer to the 


Chriſt in the Euchariſt, as dead, that is to ſay utider a reſpe&t or quality of 


:4 Treat.c.8. 


Death. Which appears by what he ſays, that it is not an [mage or Repreſen- ad 
tation of a Sacrifice, but a real Sacrifice, not of Bread, but of the Body of Chriſt, ;;, hg, -y 


and that there is but one Sacrifice of the Lamb, of him which was once offered, 
Whence it follows that Chrilt is in the Zucharift as Dead, and Sacrificed on 
the Crofs, which is preciſely what I aid, 


MR. rnd will ſay that the Conſequence which I draw, to wit, that 
Chriſt is not ſubſtantially preſent in the Euchariſt, is contrary to Ca$aſilas his 


Diſcourſe, who affures us, Zhat the Bread is changed into the thing Sacrificed, ,,.1 


«ltho the Sacrifice is not preſently foes » But Mr. Armand having fiever well 
comprehended the Hypotheſis of the Greeks, it is no marvel if he has miſun- 
Tr 2 derftood 
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 derſtood Cabaſilas his Sence in this Diſcourſe which he makes of the Sacri. 


fice in his thirty ſecond Chapter. The Greeks will have the Bread paſs thro 
all the Degrees of the Oeconomy, thro which the Body of Chrift has paſſed, 
that as the Holy Spirit came upon the Subſtance of the Holy Virgin, ſodoes 
he come upon the Bread;that as the Body of Chriſt was in a corruptible ſtate, 
Crucif'd, and Buried; fo in like manner the Bread is firſt Corruptible, liſted 
up as it were upon a Crols, and buried in our Bodies, as in a Sepulchre. That, 
in fine,it becomes incorruptible as the Body of Chriſt was after his Reſurre&i- 
on : which they eſtabliſh by this Reaſon, that the Bread is an augmentation 
of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt ; andthat as Nature obſerves on the Food which 
nouriſhes us, and augments our Body, the ſame order ſhe kept in the firſt 
matter from which we were formed. So Grace obſerves inthe Euchariſtical 
Bread, the ſame order ſhe obſerves in the Natural Body. By this means they 
will have the Bread become firſt the Body of Chriſt, in aſmuch as *cis Mortal 
and Corruptible, that it be afterwards this dead Body , and in fine,this Incor- 
rTuptible and Raiſed Body. Cabaſilzs his Sence then 1s, that when the Bread is 
myſtically ſacrificed, it is made the dead Body of Jeſus Chriſt, as he ſpeaks 
himſelf, the Zamb lain, not that the Body ſuffers Death in this Moment, but 
becauſe in this Moment the Bread paſſes thro the Oeconomy of Death. And 
thus the Bread is changed into the dead Body of our Lord, not that our Savi- 
our dyes in effeQ, but becauſe the Bread which is the Growth of his Body, is 
then changed into this Body, in as much as it ſuffered Death heretofore. And 
this is Cabaſi/zs his real Sence, which is conformable to the Hypotheſis of the 
Greeks, and not'that which Mr. Arnaud attributes to him. 


HE likewiſe uſes to no purpoſe ſeveral Paſſages out of Simeon of 7heſſalo- 
#ica, They lay nothing but whatI already often anſwered, to wit, 7hat the 
Bread is the real Body of Feſus Chriſe, that it is the very Body of Chriſt, and1 
ſhewed in what Sence the Greets uſe theſe Expreſſions, and therefore will not 
any more repeat it. TIlikewiſe anſwered what he alledged touching the Ado- 
ration and the unconſecrated Particles. 


AS to Feremias the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, we may well wonder that 
he ſhould ſo confidently offer him us as a Perſon that teaches Tranſubſtantia- 
tion, ſceing that not only Feremias holds the ſame Language as the others,but 

*:fſerts ſeveral things which oppoſes the Roman Do&rine. Mr. Arnand ha- 
ving according to his Cuſtom impertinently related ſeveral hiſtorical Paſſiges, 
tells us, Zhat the Article of the Ausbourg Confeſſion, which reſpetts the Sacramei7, 
expreſly aſferting the real Preſence, but not mentioning Tranſubſtantiation ; Je- 
remias anſwers, that Point is handled in it very briefly and obſcurely, ard adds, 
that the Catholick Church holds the Bread is changed into the very Body and Blood 
of our Lord thro the Holy Spirit. So that then ZFeremias held Tranſubſtanti- 
ation : And thus does Mr. Arnaud draw his Conſequences; But he is too 
quick. Some Proteſtants in Germany ſent the Auſbourg Confeſlion to the Pa- 
triarch of Conitantinople without any Commentary or Expoſition on it. The 
Patriarch examining its tenth Article, which runs thus, Zouching the Lord's 
Supper, they hold the Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt are really preſent in it, and 
are diſtributed to thoſe that participate thereof, aud condemn the Opinion 
of thoſe that hold the contrary : He ſay's, This Article treats of the Lord's Sup- 
per very briefly, and to ſay the Truth, ſomewhat obſcurely ; For, adds he, we are 
zold ſeveral things of you which we do not approve. To ſay hereupon that the 
Zatherans underſtood this Article in the Sence of the real Preſence, and that 
the Greeks could not be ignorant of it, ſignifies nothing. For it appears that 


the 
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the Patriarch only conſidered the Expreſſions of the Article barely as they 
are laid down, and found them obſcure. And as to thoſe things which were 
told him of them on this Subject, and which he diſapproved, he does nor ſpe- 
cify them. When then he adds, 7hat the Catholick Church holds, the Bread ts 
changed into the Body and Blood of our Lord thro the Spirit. It is clear his 
Deſign is without proceeding any farther into the Examination of their Be- 
lief; to tell them that of his Church, and oppoſe it againſt their Article, fo 
that we mult always return to the Inquiry whether by theſe Exprefſions,7he 
Bread is chenged-into the real Body, he means Tranſubſtantiation, or the 0- 
ther Change by way of Augmentation, and Impreſſion of Virtue ; for tis 
certain, the Article of the 4uſbourg Conteſſion reſpeCts neither of theſe 


Changes. 


w>= MR. Arnaudtells us, This was a proper place wherein to aſſert the Body and 1:39. +, +1 
Blood of Chriſt are not really preſent in the Sacrament, ſeeing only their Virtue is | 
in it, Tanſwer, a preſence of Virtue, is a real Preſence of the Body and 
Blood of Chriſt, even as the Sun is really preſent with us by the Efficacy of 
its Beams, ſo that Zeremias had noreaſon to oppoſe the reality of the Pre- 
ſence ; but 'twas better faid by him, that the Terms of the Confeſſion were 
Ambiguous, and that they ought to acknowledg clearly, the Body and Blood 
are ſubſtantially preſent in it, ſuppoſing he believed this ſubſtantial Pre- 


{ence. 


MR. rnand adds, That the Patriarch does not ſay the Bread is changed 1n p. 36: 
Virtue, Power and Ffficacy. ITanſwer, neither does he ſay 'tis changed in Sub- 
#ance, and there is this Difference betwixt Mr. Arnaud and I, that Iadd it 
was not neceſſary that Feremias ſhould explain himſelf touching this change 
of Virtue, becauſe the Greeks who preceded him, had already plainly done it , 
but the ſame cannot be ſaid touching the change of Subffance, for not one of 
the Greeks ever mentioned it any more than he, ſo that he was neceſſarily 
obliged clearly to expreſs it, if he intended it ſhould be underſtood. X 


BU T Mr. 4rna«d further ſay's,7he Divines of Wittemberg,and Tubinga, a 220 
believed upon the Anſwer of the Patriarch, that he taught the real Preſence and © © 
Zranſubſtantiation. When this weretrue we need not be aſtoniſhed thereat : 

For it might well be that Divines who held the Conſubſtantiation ſhould take 
the Words of Feremias ina Sence which oppoſed only one part of their O- 
pinion, rather than in another which would wholly overthrow it. Their Pre. 
judication ſignifies nothing, to the Expoſition which the Greeks make them- 


{clves of their own Opinion. 


BUT Mr. Arnend ſay*'s moreover, If the Divines of Wittemberg Miſun- 
derſtood the Patriarchs Sence, it lay upon him to reftify their Miſtakes. I an- 
ſwer, there cannot be any Advantage made of ZFeremias's Silence in this Re- 
{pe&. For it is certain that in theſe. Divines firſt anſwer, they reckon amongſt 
the Points in which they agreed with the Patriarch, this, 7hat the Communi- 
on, or Supper of our Lord, unites usto him, in as much as we truly partake 
therein of his Fleſh and Blood : But theſe were the proper Expreſſions which 
this Patriarch uſed, and ſo far there was no reaſon to fay they charged him 
with believing what he did not, ſeeing they only repeated what he laid. It 
is likewiſe true they denyed the Bread was changed therein, which they 
grounded onthe Teſtimony of St. Paul, who calls it Bread z yet did they make 


uſe of the fame Term Jeremias did, which is that of piapamioz, without 
the 


326 - Mr. Arnaud's Proofs refuted touching Book IV, 


the leaſt mention of a change of Subſtance. So that ſo' far Feremias had no 
cauſe to tell *em they miſtook his Words - Neither does he co it in his Reply 
. or ſecond Anſwer, bur ſtill continues to ſay, »Zhe Bread is changed, without 
proceeding any farther, Ir is true, in fine, that the Divines having replyed 
toZeremias his ſecond Letter, they expreſly oppoſe the change. of Subſtance, 
and ſeem thereby to ſuppoſe they had taken the ut«peaMigrwu of Feremias in 
the Sence of a real Tranſubſtantiation,which might then oblige this Patriarch 
to explain himſelf more clearly than he had done in his former Writings. But 
it is alſo true that he returned them no particular Anſwer touching the Artj- 
cle of the Zuchariſt. He contented himſelf with telling them in general con- 
cerning the Sacraments, That ſeeing they admitted only ſome of them, and more. 
over erroneouſly perverted and changed the Expreſſions of the ancient and modern 
Dottrin toobtain their Aim, Six5eeqorre noi pemeped Moles mt A TRAQIAG mol 
veG- tion Nic ele, They therefore deſerved not the Title of Divines. Which 
fufficiently ſhews his Complaint againſt them, for their miſunderſtanding of 
theſe Terms, in underſtanding them of a change of Subſtance, and at the 
; fame time certifying them; that for his Part he would not deviate from the 


general and uſual Expreſſions of his Church, 


I T is certain there is in theſe Writings of Feremias, fuch Matters: which 
cannot agree With the Roman Tranſubſtantiation, as that which we have al- 
ready related when we treated onthe real Belief of the Greeks, Zhat God has 
given us the Sacraments double, that is to ſay, conſiſting 0u one Hand of the Grace 
ofthe Holy Spirit, and on the other, of ſenſible things, which are Water,Oyl,Bread, 
and the Chalice by which our Souls are ſanitif”d; For a Man that ſpeaks thus, 
clearly ſhews he underſtands the . Subſtance of Bread remains. We may 
likewiſe reckon in this Rank what he ſays concerning the Church, 7hat ſhe :s 
ſet forth to us in the Myſteries, not as in the Symbols ; But as the Members are 
mrthe Heart, end the Branches of a Tree in the Root, or as the Branches #n the 
Vine according to ow Saviouwr's Words, For here is not only a bare Com- 
munion of . Name, or relation of Reſemblance, but the Identity of the thing it 
felf': For the Myſteries are really the Body and Blood of Chriſt, and they are not 
changed into our Body, but we are changed into them, the ſtrongeſt part prevail- 
inz. The Iron when put in the Fire, becomes Fire it ſelf, but the Fire becomes 
not Iron. As thenwhen the Iron is red-hot, we perceive no more Jron, but Fire, 
the Fire diſpelling all the Proprieties of tron, ſo he that beholds Chriſt's Charch,in 
as much as it is united to him, * and partakes of his Fleſh, beholds nothing elſe but 
the Body of our Lora, | 


T HIS Diſcourle is taken Yerbatim out of Cabaſi/as,as T have obſerved elle- 
where, and ſhews the Change of Bread and Wine, muſt not be urged as it 
they underſtood it of a Change of Subſtance, ſeeing he uſes the ſame Term 
in reſpe& of the Communicants, ſaying, We are changed into the Myſteries. 
They likewiſe ſhewus we muſt not take in a Counter-Sence what he fay's con- 
cerning the Myſteries, being really the Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt, ſeeing 
he tells us the Church is the very Body of our Lord. 1 alledged theſe laſt Words 
in my Anſwerto the Perpetuity, and ſay'd, That Jeremias ſpeaks of the Church 
which has received the Impreſſion of the Spirit of Chriſt. Mr. Arnaud accuſes 
me of Falifying this Pafſage : But this Accuſation comes from his being out 
of Humor. The original Words I recited are theſe ood tg 4 avlo pacvov 
10 wvgiaxgy 6tTor COun, be will perceive nothing elfe but our Lord's Body : And 
2s to what I ſaid, that he ſpeaks of the Church which has received the Imprel- 


hon of the Spirit of Chriſt, Iaffirm this is his Sence, and that-, Mr. Ar»and 
| {AS 
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(as prejudiced as he 1s) cannot give it any other : . For to what relates this 
Compariſon of Fire which changes the Iron, but to the Impreſſion of the Spt- 
rit of Chriſt on the Church, and this Union of the Church with Chriſt, bur 
to his ſpiritual and myſtical Union ? Ir is true he ſay's, 7hat *tis in as much as 
ſhe is partaker of his Fleſh : But this does not in any ſort change his Sence. For 
'is from the myſtical Participation of his Fleſh that comes the Impreſſion of 
his Spirit, and it is the Impreſſion of his Spirit which effects this admirable 
Change. Theletwo things are ſubalternate, bur not contrary to one ano- 
ther : So that Mr. Arnaud impertinently charges me with fallifying the Pal: 
ſage of Feremias. But it is not the ſame with this other Paſſage which #ox- 
befis alledged, and concerning which I have complained of the. Author of 
the Perpetuity. Mr. Arnaud may ſay it he pleales, 7hat my Conmplarnt 
is unreaſonable; yet will it be found both Juſt and Reaſonable. For- 
beſius was a Perſon who making outward Proteſhon of the Proteſtant Religi- 
on, yet wrote in favour of the Church of Rome, under the ſpecious pre- 
tence of Peace and Agreement. To ſoften what we believe 2s bard in the 
Dodtrine of Tranſubſtantiation,he aſſures us that almoſt all the Greeks believe 
it, and inſtances Feremias who teaches according to what he ſay's, 7hat the 
Bread is neither a Figure, nor an Azyme, but the real Body of Chriſt contained 
under the ſpecies of leavened Bread, 


The Author of the Perpetnity alledges this Forbeſius as a Perlon whole Te- 
ſtimony ought to be of great weight with us, being a Proteſtant. The cauſe 
then ot my Complaint is, that we muſt have a falle Tranſlation of Jeremias 
, 4mpoled upon us, under the Name of a Proteſtant, without telling us what 
kind of Man this Proteſtant was. When we make ule of a Witneſs, we ought 
certainly to conſider what heis, and if g appears there be juſt Exceptians a- 
gainft him, we mult not offer him ; and when we would uſe a Pafſage which 
healledges, we muſt take care his Tranſlation be true. Ir is tono purpoſe to 
lay, He are not obliged to juſtify the Tranſlations of Proteſtants, and that if 
he be miſtaken *tis bis Fault. This might be indeed alledged, ſuppoling the 
Author of the Perperuity had diſputed againſt Zorbeſins, or were ignorant who 
this Forbeſius was ; but this Mans CharaQter ſufficiently ſhews ir {elf by the 
bare reading of his Book. Neither does it ſignify any thing to ſay, 7hat Por- 
beſius is not the Author of this Tranſlation, but 7 ranſcribed it Verbatim from 
Socolovius. Neither is it leſs a Deceit in Forbeſius himſelf, who ought not 
to make us Believe that Feremias ſaid what hedid not, and when a Perlon that 
pretends tobe of our Communion deceives us, we have right to 1inveigh a- 
gainſt him. Letuscome then to the Point, and inquire whether the Tran- 
ſlation of Feremias |be. falſe. Mr. Arnaud fay's *tis not, and I affirm it is: 
The Queſtion will be decided by the reading of Zeremzias his own Words.Zhe 
Bread, fay's he, of the Lord's Body, which is adminiſtred by the Prieſts, is neither 
a Type, nor an Azyme, but it is Wevpucr ual auld To Capue wyits a leavencd Loaf, 
and the very Body of our Lord, and the Tranſlation runs, Jllud ipſum perum 
Chriſti corpus, ſub ſpeciebus fermentati panis cortentum, The Boay it ll, the 
real Body of Chrik CONTAINED UNDER THE SPECIES 
OF LEAF EWED BREAD. Mr. Arnaud affirms that this is nota 
Falſification, becauſe Feremias his true Sence is repreſented in it. For lay's 


he, theſe Words, *Zugor rai avl# Coun mu xweis, are capable of two different P. 366 


Sences. Firſt, This Bread is called ©Zvuov Jeavencd, becauſe it remains in ef 
fett leavened Bread, and that it is only the Body of Chriſt, in Figure or Virtue. 
Secondly, It is called by this Name of leavened Bread, becauſe it was originally 


leavened Bread, and does ſtill appear ſo,altho it be the Body of our Lorg. But the 
firſe 
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ſual manner, in cutting his Body into Morſels, or having no ot 


firit of theſe Sences has been ſeveral times excluded by Jeremias his on /Vorat, 
wherein he clearly aſſerted that after the Conſecration the leavend Bread is changed 
into our Lord's real Body, that it is not a Figure, but our Lords Body, that it i; 
this Fleſh concerning which he ſpeaks ; The Bread which I ſhall give you is my 
Fleſh. Mt ts excluded in what follows ſundry different ways, and by the very Hords 
of that paſſage which aſſerts it is our Lord®s Body. Hhence it follows it is not 
then really leavened Bread. 


' T anſwer, that this pretended Sence which Mr. Arran. attributes to Zere- 
mias is preciſely the Point in Queſtion. Now whillt a matter is in Diſpute, 
we mult never tranſlate a Paſſage according to the Sence of one of the Parties 
which tt'other denies him. ' To deal (incerely, the proper and natural Signih- 
cation of Terms muſt be-kept, and every man lett at his liberty to judg of 
them. For when men tranſlate according to the Prerention of one Party; they 
are no longer the Words of this Author, - but the Prejudication of this Party, 
and conſequently an Alteration, even-when the Prejudication of this Party 
ſhould bejuſt and reaſonable in the Main. Moreover Mr. Arnaud is miſtaken, 
if he believes the other Paſſages of Zeremias determine a Sence of {ubſtanti- 
al Reality, for according to the Hyporheſis of rhe Greeks, the Bread: ſtill re- 
mains Bread in Subſtance, altho it be changed into theBody of Chritt, and be 
the very Body of Chriſt, and not a Figuze, as we have often already declz- 
red, whence it follows the Tranſlation in queſtion cannot be juſtified. 


A Man of never ſo mean Capacity may perceive that Feremias his Sence, 
is not that which Mr. Arnaud attributes to him.. For in the ſame place where 
he ſay's, The Bread is changed into the real Body- of Chriſt, and | the Hine into 
hic Blood, and wherein healledges thee Words of Chriſt which tell us, not, 
This is an Azyme,or this is the Figure of my Body,but this is my Body ; He adds 
by way of Explication, 7his is not to ſay that the Fleſh which our Saviour then 
had, was given tobe eaten by his Diſciples, nor his Blood to be drunk, nor that 
now in this ſacred Ordinance our Lord's Body d:ſcends from Heaven : This would 
be Blaſphemy. But then and now by Prayers and the Grace of the almighty Spirit, 
which operates in the Myſteries by means of the Holy Oriſens, the Bread is chany- 
ed into our Lord's real Body and Blood. Theſe Words being applyed to the Hy- 
potheſis of the Greeks, thar the Bread remaining Bread, and receiving the 1m- 
preſſion of the Holy Spirit, is changed into the Body of Chriſt by way of 
Augmentation,are clear,and void of Difficulty. But if we apply them to the 
Fhpotheſis of the Latins, who affirm the ' Subſtance of Bread is changed 
into the natural Fleſh of Chriſt,and becomes the Same numerical Fleſh which 
our Lord had when on Earth; 'In what Sence ſhall we underſtand that fay- 
ing of Feremias, namely that the Fleſh which Chriſt had then, was not gi- 
ven to beeaten by his Diſciples? For if we grant Tranſubſtantiation, it is cer- 
tain the Diſciples eat the ſame Fleſh which Chriſt then had, and Feremzas his 
Propoſition can not ſubſiſt. Mr. Arnavd endeavours but in vain, to expound 

Feremias his Diſcourſe in ſaying, That Chriſt gave not to be eaten by his Diſct- 
ples the Fleſh which he had, in ceaſing to have it, and to appear —_ them in his u- 

er place of Abode 
than his Apoſtles Stomach. T'o.make us receive this Glols, it muſt be groun- 
ded on Feremias his own Words, and nottn Mr. rnaud's Imagination. 
Theſe CorreQions and fine Explications hinder not, but that the Patriarch's 
Propoſition is abſolute and contrary to the Doftrine of Tranſubſtantiation. 
For that which Zeremias denies, is not that our Saviour diſappeared befcre 


his Diſciples, nor cut his Fleſh into Morſels, but that he gaye them to -= 
the 
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the Fleſh he then had. The Queſtion. reſpeAs not the manner in which 
our Lord gave his Fleſhto be eaten, but whether he did give it, and Feremt- 
as aſſerts he did not. W hat likelyhood is there that a Man who believes Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, would thus roughly offer a Negative which is dire&ly oppo- 
ſite to his Belief * What likelyhood is there he would offer it in the ſame place 
and Diſcourle wherein he aſſerts Tranſubſtantiation, without explaining,and 
Icfſcning the Offence, which might be taken at his Words ? But in ſhort, 
how is it probable he would treat as Blaſphemous the Propoſition contrary 
to his Negative ? Of theſe two Propoſitions, Chriſt gave to be eaten by his 
Diſciples the Fleſh he bore, and Chriſt gave not the Fleſh he bare to his Diſciples 
to eat, The firſt would be the only true one according to the Letter, with- 
out Gloſs and Commentary, ſuppoſing Tranſubſtantiation. Th'other taken 
litterally would be falſe and heretical, and to make it tolerable, it muſt have 
Expoſitions and Molifications contrary to what the Letter bears. Mr. Arzaud 
is forced to change the firſt and natural Sence of the Terms, and impoſe on 
them a forced and unuſual one. Who can then imagine that a Man who be- 
lieved Tranſubſtanriation, or the real Preſence, and poſitively aſſerted it, 
ſhould be ſo ſenceleſs as to condemn the firſt of theſe Propoſitions which ex- 
preſly contains his Belief, to condemn it I fay as Blaſphemous, and eſtabliſh 
the ſecond as the only true one, without uſing any Corrective or Illuſtration ? 
This is wholly improbable. 


AND this is what Thad to ſay concerning Feremias. There remainsno- 
thing more of all Mr. Arnaua"s preterided Proofs,than the Paſſages taken out 
of ſome common Authors, wherein there being nothing extraordinary,and 
containing only that the Bread is the Body of Chriſt, and that it is changed 
into his Body : The ſame Anſwer being applyed to rhem will be ſufficient. 


x. 4.4 &A:$-: © 


Several Paſſages of Anaſtaſius Sinajte, Germane the Patriarch of 
(onſtantmople, and Damalcene, Exammed, 


ſince the eleventh Century to this preſent, we muſt not any longer 

defer the Conſideration of his ſeventh Book, wherein by an odd 

kind of Humour he aſcends upwards to the ſeventh Century, and 
lodeſcends down again incluſively to the tenth. Icall this an odd and pro- 
poſterous way of proceeding ; For why, begin at the eleventh Century, ſee- 
ing he deſigned to treat of the ſeventh and following mp Why skip over 
the firſt and ſix Centuries, if he ſincerely defign'd to prove the Per- 
petuity of the DoQrines of Tranſubſtantiation and the real Preſence ? The 
Queltion being to know whether theſe DoQtrines were ever believed and 
raught in the Chriſtian Church, and eſpecially in Greece, there is no other 
dire way than that of taking Tradition from the Source, and topaſs on 
trom the firſt Century to the ſecond, from the ſecond to thethird, and fo on 
uu tg 
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tothe laſt. . If he thought this Method tedious, he would have done better tg 
have abridged it in ſhewing thele Doctrines were taught in the firſt ſix Cen- 
turies, and ſuppole the ſame in thoſe that followed, than to ſhew them e. 
ſtabliſhed from the eleventh and ſeventh, whereby to ſuppoſe the fame inthe 
ſix foregoing Centuries. To ſpeak ſincerely there ought to be neither of 
theſe Suppolitions made ; for it does not abſolutely follow from a Point's be. 
ing held in the firſt Ages, that it has been likewiſe held in the laſt,neither does 
it any more foliow from, a Points being held in the laſt, that it was ſo in the 
firſt. This does not follow in reſpeCt of Fact : Yet it is certain that in reſpe& 
of Right, which is far more conſiderable than Fact, *tis more advantageous 
to ſhew a DoQrine in the beginnings of Tradition, than in the ſequels of it, 
For it rather follows from a DoQtrine's being held in the beginnings of Tradi- 
tion, that it ought to be held ſtill, than it does follow from its being held at 
preſent, or ſince the eleventh, or ſeventh Century, that it ought tobe held, or 
that it was held in effeQ in the firſt Ages of the Church. Why then has Mr. 
Arnaud divided his Tradition into three parts ; one lince the eleventh Centu- 
ry, to this preſent, th*other ſince the ſeventh to the tenth, and the third, from 
the firſt Century tothe ſixth, ſceing Tradition ought to be taken ſucceſſively 
in order ? Why has he in his Diviſzon made the laſt part the firſt, ſeeing in 
effeQ it is the laſt in order ?; Why in ſhort, thus injure his Cauſe in ſpending 
all his time upon the two leaſt important, and which ſignify nothing, as to 
the mainof our Queſtion, and remit the moſt important to another time, 
when his Conveniency will ſerve him to conſider them? Howſoever we pur- 
pole to follow him eyery where, and therefore ſhall examine here his ſeyenth 
Book, becauſe it treats till of the Belief of the Greeks ; For by this means the 
Readers will ſce in order whatſoever Mr. Arnaud has alledged in relation to 
this Church. 


T HE Publick having nothing todo with our perſonal Quarrels, and the 
Cauſe which I defend, depending neither on what I am, oram not, I ſhall 
therefore paſs by all the InveQives with which the firſt Chapter is filled. The 
firſt thing which appears in it is my Picture, which cannot but be well done, 
coming from his Hands; for perſons CharaGers are the chief Weapons Mr. 
Arnaud and his Friends uſe in their Diſputes. But he may deſcribe me how 
he pleaſes, for Iſhall not be much moved thereat. Thoſe that read our Diſ- 
courſes, will do us both right I hope. I ſhall only ſay then that Mr. Arnaud has 
captiouſly abuſed my Words touching the eight firſt Centuries when I called 
them, 7he Churches happy Days, peaceable and bleſſed Days, wherein the Paſtors 


defer wie took care to initrutt their Flocks,and remove all the Difficu/ties which mip ht ariſe 
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from the Sacrament's being commonly called the Body of _ 1/, Tjoyned all 
theſe Centuries together, when I ſpake of them in this fort, and Mr. Arnaud 
only conſiders the two laſt of them, taking no notice of the other fix, as if 
what I ſaidof theſe two laſt were to be taken alone and apart.. 24/y. That 
altho the two laſt are comprehended amongſt the number of the eight, yet 1 
never meant that the Title of happy Days, Days of Peace and Bleſſing, belongs 
equally to all of them. .The happy Days have amend, and altho their lail 
Hours which draw neareſt to Night, are darker than thoſe which preceded 
them, yet are we wont to comprehend them amongſt the reſt, under the 
Name of happy Day, becauſe when we diſtribute the Sence of theſe kind of 
Expreſſions to all the Parts,or Hours ; rational Perſons make this Diſtribution 
proportionably to what each of them deſerves. May not that Perſon be juſt- 
ly derided for his Impertinency that carps at the calling of « happy Day a time 


wherein there's ſcarcely any longer Light, under PrEtcnce that the laſt —_ 
WHICN 
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which approaches nearer the Night, is darker than the reſt. Now this Mr. 
Arnaud exattly does, he pretends 'tis impertinently that I call the eight firſt 
Centuries, Zhe Charches happy Days, ſccing the other Miniſters afſert the 
ſeventh and eighth, that is to ſay, the twolait were Ages of Ignorance and 
Superſtition. To diſſipate all theſe Subtilties, we need but diſtinguiſh theſe 
Centuries in two reſpeQs, in which we may confider them, either by 
comparing them with the preceeding, or following Ages. In the firſt they 
were Apes of Ignorance, and Superſtition. And in the ſecond, they were 
the laſt Hours of the Churches happy Days, or the approaches of a Night, 
that is toſay in one Word, that altho Knowledg and Zeal ſuffered very much 
Diminution in them, and ſeveral Errors trcubled the Purity of Religion, yet 
this was nothing in compariſon of what followed afterwards. This is the 
Judgment 1 think we ought to make of them in general. But in particular, 
in reſpe& of the Myſtery of the Euchariſt, I firmly believe thar the Doftrine 
of the real Preſence and Tranſubſtantiation, were not then eſtabliſhed in the 
Church during theſe two Centuries ; we may indeed meet with ſome hard 
Expreſſions, and ſuch as are contrary to thoſe of the preceeding Ages, bur 
no ſubſtantial Converſion. We ſhall find the care of inſtruQting the Peopte 
in the ſound Knowledg of the Sacrament greatly {lackned in compariſon of 
the preceeding Ages, yet were they not wholy ignorant how the Zuchariſt is 
the Body of Chriſt ; to wit, in that it is the Sacrament or Myſtery of it.It was 
in this Sence I underſtood the ſeventh and eighth Centuries were compre- 
hended amongſt the Churches happy Days. Let any Man judg now what 


Reaſon Mr. fraud has to repreſent me as a Perlon, 7hat never reſpett 7; ..c. x 
things as they are in Fffett, but only as Twould bave them, that has no regard to j:«14- 


Truth, nor Probability, but only the advantag ing of my Cauſe, that diſpoſes of Hi- 
ſftoricel Paſſages and real Fuents with more liberty than Adventures are dealt out 
in Romances,that builds Caſtles in the Ayr,and makes all Men in the H/orld Sence- 
leſs, provided they ſpeak and think according to my Deſires and Pretenſions, that 
prefers the ſmalleſt Reaſons, before the itrongeſt and cleareſt Proofs,” and propoſes 
all this in a confident inſulting manner, giving myſelf thoſe Applanſes which 1 
would willingly receive from others, and treating my Aawverſaries with Contempt 
and Diſdzin. And here is the Tempeſt which has followed my Sun-ſhine, 
my happy Days. But Iam ſorry Mr. A4rzaud ſhould be thus angry upon no 
occaſion : Howſoever we will Examine the Paſſages he has offered. 


THE firſt is a Paſſage taken out of Lnaſtatins Sinaite, wherein a Monk 
argues againſt Hereticks who aſſerted Chriſt's Body was incorruptible before 
his Reſurreftion. To prove that it was Corruptible, he takes it for granted 
by his Adverſaries,7hat the Euchariſt is 7eally the true Body and Blood of Chrift, ore 
wot mere Bread, ſuch 4s is ſold in the Market , nor a Figure, ſuch as was the Sa- © 
crifice of the paſchal Lamb amongſt the Fews. To this Principle he adds ano- 
ther, which is, 7h the Euchariſt is corruptible, as Experience ſhews us ; and 
from theſe two Propoſitions he concludes, 7hat the . Body of Chriſt was Cor- 
ruptible before his ReſurrefFion. Every Man ſees this Reaſoning is grounded 
on this Suppoſition, 7hat the Euchariſt is the Body of Chriſt, ſuch as it was be- 
fore his Reſarreion, thatis to ſay in the fame State. Now it is likewiſe ma- 
nifeſt that this Suppoſition is wholy inconſiſtent with the DoQrine of Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, and that of the ſubſtantial Preſence. For beſides that, tis 
both fooliſh and impious to imagine that our Lord's Body which is riſen out 
of its State of Humiliation deſcends into it again, and exiſts till Mortal,Cor- 
ruptible and Paſſible, as it was heretofore : This is moreover direMly contra- 
Ty to his Sacramental State, wherein we mult neceſſarily ſuppoſe it, if we 

Uuu-72 would 
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would have it tobe in the Eucharift in proper Subſtance. For it 1s not to be 
imagined that a Body which exiſts after the manner of a Spirit impalpable 
and indiviſible, which can be neither ſeen nor touched, ſhould be at rhe fame 
time Mortal, Corruptible, and Pafſible, as our Saviour's Body was before his 
Reſurreion : Thele two States are inconſiſtent with each other ; whence it 
follows that whatſoever otherwiſe the Sence of this Author mighr be, he 
held neither Tranſubſtantiarion, nor the Reality which the Church of Rome 
holds. 


YET if we believe Mr. H-naud he is a Witnels for him. For as ſoon as 


_ ever he finds in any Paſſage that the Fuchariſt is not a Figure, but the true 


Ibid. fo. 25. 
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Body of Chriſt, he requires no more for the making of a Proof, altho he ſees 
otherwiſe ſeveral things abſolutely contrary to him. One of the uſual Artifi- 
ces with which he impoſes on his Readers ; is, that when he ofters any Paſ- 
ſage importing what 1 now mentioned, or ſomething like it, he ſets himſelf 
toſhew not that *tis the Romane Tranſubſtantiation therein contained, bur 
that *tis not our Do&trine. And thus has he done in that Paſſage of 424/taſims's, 
Can any Man, ſays he, that has but the leaſt ſpark of Sence, and believes the 
Euchariſt to be only « Figure of Chriſt”s Body, and not the real Body of Chriſt, 
Expreſs this his Opinion by theſe Terms. The Euchariſt is not the Figure, 
but really the true Body of Chriſt. Can any Calviniſt in the World refuſe to ac- 
knowledge this Diſcourſe overthrows his Dotrine? And I fay, can there be any 
Man that has but the leaft dram of Sence, that believes the Body of Chriſt 
exiſts in the Zucharii# after the manner of a Spirit, and is therein'n a Sacra- 
mental State, and yet expreſſes this his Belief in ſaying the Euchariſt is 


ſubjeQ to Corruption ; and concluding from thence that the Body of Chriſt 


was then Corruptible before his ReſurreQion ? Is there ever a one of Mr. 4r- 
naud*s Friends that can contain himſelf from believing this Diſcourſe 0- 
verthrows his DoQtrine ? When 1 ſpeak in this manner, I keep to the State 
of our Queſtion, and deceive no body ; But when Mr. 4rnaud ſpeaks as he 
does, he wanders from the Point in hand, and deludes his Readers, 


WHATSOEVER Araftafirs his DoQtrine may be, 'tis certain 'tis not 
that of the Church of Rome, which cannot confiſt with the Principle on which 
Anaſtaſius argues. He expreſſes himſelf, ſay's Mr. Arnaud, a little crabbedly 


towards the end of his Diſcourſe, in making uſe of weak Arguments, not only here, 


but in almoſt all parts of his whole Diſcourſe. But if Mr. Arnaud be forced to 
confeſs that this man's Expreſſions are of hard digeſtion, when applycd tothe 
Hypotheſis of Rome; Why may notI as well ſay they are ſo, being applyed to 
our Hypotheſis, and conſequently they muſt not be urged againſt us? If 4 
naſtaſius could not carefully conſider the Conſequence he drew himſelf, how 
could he foreſee that which Mr. 4r»avd would one Day draw from his Dil- 
courſe? If it be. uſual with-42a/taſius to argue weakly, why may it not allo 
be uſual with him to Diſcourſe with little foreſight? Why muſt Advantage 
be taken from ſome of his Expreſſions againſt us, and we withheld from tak- 
ing any againſt Mr. Arnaud, from the whole Sequel of his Diſcourle, and 
Coherence of his Thoughts, which a Man more minds than his Terms, or 
manner of expreſſing himſelf? 


.MR. Arnaud endeavours, but all in vain, to molify fnaſtaſins's Sence, in 


. ſaying, That he concludes the Body of Chriſt was corruptible before his Paſſion, 


ſeeing | e ſuffers till in the Euchariſt a» apparent Corruption, by the ſenſible Cor 


rption of the Species, which are the Symbol of the State wherein he was be - 
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his Death. This Arguing, adds he, is very weak and rounhly Expreſſed; but *tis 
yo unuſual thing for this Author to Reaſon weakly, and it would be but a bad Con- 
ſequence to conclude that an Aroument is not his, becauſe "tis weak, It is ſuffict- 
ent that it be not extravagant in the higheſt Degree, as is that which Aubertin 


attributes to him. 


ANAST ASTUS his Argument according to Mr. Araaud, muſt be 
put in this Form. The Body of Chriſt before his RefurreCtion was ſuch, as 
1s in the Fuchariſt, the Symbol of the State wherein he was before his Death z 
But this Symbol is corruptible : Therefore the Body of Chriſt was then Cor- 
ruptible. This Argument 1s like that which Mr. Aubertiz imputes to him ae- 
cording to Mr. Arnaud. That which happens to the Figure of Chriſt's Body, ,, _.. 
happened to his Body before his Paſſion. Now it happens to the Bread which is the ” 
Figure of it, to be ſubject to Corruption : The Boay then of Feſus Chriſt was Cor+ 
ruptible before his Paſſion, Take the Word Figure from this Argument, in- 
ſert that of Symbol, which Mr. 4r»asd has uled in his, and the two Argu- 
ments are the ſame. Yet he will have his to be good, and Mr. abertiz's ridi- 
culouſly Extravagant; 


BUT, it will be perhaps replyed, theſe two Arguments which in reſpeC& 
of Terms are alike, yet do differ in Sence ; For Mr. Arnaud by the Symbol; 
means the Accidents or Species which cover the Body, and Mr. 4ubertin by 
the Figure underſtands a real Subſtance of Bread. So that howloever alike 
theſe Arguments do at firſt appear, one of *em may be reaſonable, and th'o- 
ther Extravagant. I grant all this; but I ſay if Mr. 4rnaud's Argument be 
good, Mr. Aubertins is ſo likewiſe, and that if there be any Extravagancy in 
either of them, it muſt be in the firſt, and hot inthe ſecond. Why an AM 
#aſtaſius rather argue on the State of the corruptible Species, than on that of 
the corruptible Bread ? His Arguing,take we it how we will, muſt be ground- 
ed on two Qualities attributed to the Zuchariſt, one, 7hat it is a Sign, and 
th'other, 7hat it is a corruptible Sign, and from hence he will conclude that 
Chriſt's Body before his ReſurreQtion was Corruptible as well as its Sign. 
Now theſe two Qualities of $72 and Corruptible, are found as well, or rather 
betrer in the Bread which Aubertin means, than in the Accidents, or Mr. Ar- 
naud's Species. It will no ways avail to fay that Anaſtaſius denies the Eucha- 
7iſt to be a Figure, and that thus he would contradict himſelf, ſaying on one 
hand that it is nota Figure, and ſuppoſing on the other that it is 0ne; This 
I ſay ſignifies nothing, for 'tis only changing the Term of Figure, into that 
of Symbol, which Mr. 4-444 uſes, and which he believed got to be compre- 
hended in the RejeQtion of the Word Figure. Neither ſignifies it any thing to 
lay Anaſtaſius aſſures us the Zuchariſt is the real Body, which hinders us 
from underſtanding by the Term of Symbol, contained in his Argument, that 
"tis Bread in Subſtance. For I deny that by the true Body he mentions, we 
muſt underitand the Body in proper Subſtance. lt is then certain that if we 
may attribute Mr. Arzauad's Argument to this Author, we may as well attrt- 
bute to him that of Mr. Aubertin. 


BUT Ifay moreover, that if there be any Extravagancy in either of theſe 
two Arguments, it will be found to be rather in that which Mr. ,{4r»azd imt- 
putes to him, than the other : Which we ſhall foon find if we conlider what 
means in A4/taſins his Diſcourſe the Term of Euchariſt, according to Mr. 
Arnaud's Commentary ; for it {ignifies, the Zncorruptible Body, Lnvifible and 
Impaſſible of Chriſt, under the Corruptible Species of Bread and HVine. Anaſtaſi- 
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us then will Reaſon after this manner, 7he Body of Chriſt before his Reſurreti- 
on was immediately Corruptible in it ſelf. Why ? Becauſe now in the Euchariſt 
it is Incorruptible in it ſelf, and Corruptible in reſpect of the Species which co- 
werit, Was ever ſuch abſurd Arguing known ? Would not the Heretick 
Gayanite ſay the contrary hence followed ; for ſeeing our Lord is Incorruptible 
in himſelf in the Facharift, this is a Token he was lo before his ReſurreCtion, 
Andas to the Species, being only Appearances of Bread, the Corruption 
which happens to them, is no more than an appearance of Corruption,which 
can at fartheſt but figurate an apparent Corruption in our Lord's Body before 
his ReſurreCtion ; which does not differ from tht DoArine of theſe Hereticks. 
Moreover 4naftaſins eſtabliſhes in his Argument this Principle, 7hat an incor- 
ruptible Nature can neither be Cut, nor Wounded in the Side and Hands,nor Pierc- 
ed, nor put to Death, nor Faten, That it can neither be held, nor touched. Now 


is it not a moſt extream folly to ſtrengthen this by inſtancing the Zucharift, - 


that is to ſay the reat Body of Chriſt which is Cut, Pierced, Chewed, in re- 
ſpe& of the Appearances which cover it, and which are yet incorruptible.For 
this is juſt as 1f a Man ſhould prove *tis} Night in pointing to the Sun ſhin- 
ing. Inefftet, if we introduce the Heretick defending himſelf againſt Aza- 
ſtafius his Propofition,by the Example of the Zacharif, and ſaying,l diſtinguiſh 
an incorruptible Nature can neither be Hurt, nor Cut, nor Pierced, nor put 
to Death, immediately and really in itſelf: Iacknowledg it, in reſpeCt of the 
Appearances which cover it, and I prove my Negative by the Example of the 
Zuchariſt, wherein the Body of Chriſt wholy incorruptible as it is, is yet 
Cut, Chewed, Pierced, in reſpe&of the Appearances which are to it inſtead 
ofa Vail. Should ( I ſay) the Heretick be brought in Diſpating againſt 4 
naftaſins's Principle in this manner, he would make a very juſt and reaſonable 
Anſwer, whence it appears that this Example of the Zcharift, if taken in 
the Sence "oY Arnaud gives it, is an extravagancy and Folly in Anaſtsſias his 
own Mouth. 


M R. -2aud then may be pleaſed to acknowledg that he cannot rely on 
this Hypotheſes, neither juſtify the other Evaſion ; which is, 7hst Anaſtaſius 
believed this whiteneſs, and other ſenſible Accidents of the Euchariſt, to be the 
Accidents of the Body of Chriſt, and ſo that when the Bread is broken, it is the 
Body of Chriſt that is broken. By the Body of Chriſt Mr. Arnazd underſtands 
not the Myttical Body only, but the Natural Body in proper Subſtance. Now 
what greater Extravagancy can we charge a Man with, than to impute to 
him the Belief, that the Subſtance of the Body is in Effet, of the ſame 
Form, and Figure as the Bread in the Z»charift, that 'tis divided, and broken 
in ſeyeral Particles, as the Bread is divided; that each Particle is a part of this 
Body, and that the Subſtance of this Body has really the Savour and Colour 
which Bread has ? And ſeeing we muſt believe the Concomitancy, in the 
{ame manner as the Subſtance of Bread will be liquid, and fluid as Wine in 
the Cup, ſo that of the Blood will be in the other Species, hard and ſolid as 
Bread. In Truth, if Znaſtafius could have this Sentiment, we muſt ſay he was 
a Perſon unfit to be infſtanced in this Diſpute, add Mr. Ar-aud cannot render 
him more contemptible than in attributing to him ſuch kind of Fooleries. 
What he alledges concerning 7ertwlian, that he believed the Divinity had a 
Body, 1s lyable to be queſtioned. There are abundance of Paſſages in this 
Authoft which willnort ſuffer usto entertain ſuch a Thought ofhim,and which 
oblige us to expound in a good Sence what he has otherwiſe expreſſed a lit- 
tle roughly. Zheodoret makes the EFuthychiens fall into ContradiQtions it 1s 
true, butthey are different from the Extravagancy with which Mr. nas 
charges 
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charges An:ſtaſins, for they do not immediately diſcover themſelves, whereas 
th'others preſently maniteſt themſelves. In ſhort, if Mr, Arzavd cannot make 
uſe and advantage of his Authors, unleſs he accuſe them firſt of Extravagan- 
cy, and afterwards excule them by Example of the Extravagancies of others : 
Let me tell him, he muſt ger better Witneſſes, and not think to weary us out 
with the Language of Perſons, whoneither know what they ſay, nor what 
they believe, 


WAS there ever any thing more impertinent than Anaſtaſixs his Argu- 
ment, if what Mr. 4rzau4 imputes to him be true? He concludes that the 
Body of Chriſt was corruptible before his ReſurreCtion (that is to ſay ) whilſt 
he-wasin the World, becauſe it is corruptible in the Zxchariſt. Now to the 


end his State in the Znchariſ® may be of Conſequence, to that wherein he 


was before his ReſurreCtion; It follows that when he was in the World, he 
was in it under the Senſible Accidents of Bread, intirely ſuch as he is in the 
Euchariſt , Which is to ſay, that when he Talked, Walked, and Converſed, 
he did all theſe things under the form of Bread. For unleſs this be ſo, there 
can be no Conſequence drawn from one to the other. Ansſtaſixs could not 
have denyed that the incorruptible Body of Chriſt could not take on it acor- 
ruptible Form, ſeeing he knew that this Body is now incorruptible in Heaven, 
and that yet according to the Hypotheſis which Mr. Arnaud attributes to him, 
it becomes every Day corruptible in the Euchariſt, which cannot be but by 
changing its Form. It muſt needs be then that 4naſtsſius ſuppoſed the Body 
of Chriſt was in the World, inthe ſame Form 'tis now in the Sacrament, for 
{uppoſing it changes its Form, I underſtand not the Conclulion. The Here- 
tick Gaynite might {till alledg, that as it does not follow this Body is corrupti- 
blein Heaven, altho it be ſo in the Zuchariſt,neither does it follow that it was 
corruptible during the time he was on Earth ; and that'tis the Form he takes 
upon him in the Sacrament that renders him curruptible. And thus 4ns- 
fafins his Argument concludes nothing, unleſs we ſuppole Chriſt's Body had 
abſolutely the ſame Form when he was converſant on Earth,*that it has now 
inthe Sacrament. Now this Suppoſition being the greateſt Degree of Fol- 
ly, ( there being no Man of Sence that will own it, } we may ealily then per- 
ccive what Judgment to make of Anaſtaſius, as Mr. Arnaud handles him. 


BUT *tis certain by what I now aid that Anaſtaſius believed neither Tran- 
ſubltantiation, nor the real Preſence, for had he believed it, he would never 
have reaſoned as he daes, nor ſuppoſed { as he has done ) a Principle altoge- 
ther inconſiſtent with the Romane DoQtrine. 


BUT whatisthen this Author's Sence ? I anſwer, that when he ſay's the 
Euchari#t is not common Bread, ſuch as is ſold in the Market : His meaning 
is manifeſt; to wit, that it is conſecrated Bread ; when he adds, 7hat it zs 
not a Figure as that of the He-goat ,which the Fews offered : It is clear he does 
not abſolutely reje& rhe Figure, but inthe Sence of a legal Figure, which re- 
preſented Chriſt only obſcurely and impertealy, whereas the Zucharift is a 
Myſtery , which clearly and perfeQly repreſents the whole Oceconomy of 
Chriſt's Incarnation, and Mr. 4r»aud himſe]t acknowledges, 7hat altho the 
Greeks dexy the Euchariſt zo be the Figure of Chriſt's Body, yet do they affirms it 
is a Repreſentation of the Myſteries of his Life, and that the ſame Authors which 
teach the one, teach the other. Sothatſo far, there is nothing in Anaſtaſins's 
Diſcourſe but what is caly. When he adds, 7hat it is the real Body of Feſus 
Chriſt : He means that it is the Myſery of his Natural Body, which not oh 
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ly is ſo perfe@ a Repreſentation of it, that one may fay it is the true Body, and 
not a Figure ; but which even has received the ſupernatural Form thereof, or 
if you will, the Charatter of it, which is its Virtue, in the ſame Sence thar 
we ſlay of Wax, which has received the Impreſſion of the King's Seal, that 
It is his real Seal. If we findany roughneſs in this Expreſſion, we mult re: 
member Mr. 4rz41d finds the ſame in the Sequel of his Diſcourſe, and that 
we have ſhewed that what he calls Roughneſs is meer Abſurdity. Whence ir 
follows that it is more reaſonable to ſuffer that which is only a bare Rough- 
neſs and Offenſiveneſs in the Terms, and which moreover does well agree 
with 22a/taſins his Reaſoning, than that wherein common Sence is not to be 
found. We muſt likewiſe remember the Expoſition which the Greeks them- 
ſelves dogive to theſe kind of Expreſſions, that the Fuchariſt is the true Body, 
the Body it ſelf, the proper Body of Chriſt; to wit, inaſmuch as it is an 
Augmentation thereof which makes not another Body, but is the ſame, as we 
have already ſhewed in the foregoing Book. We muſt know, in fine,that the 
Eutychiens againſt whom Azaſtaſivs Diſputes were wont to attribute to Chriſt 
intheir Diſcourſes when urged, no other than a phantaſtical and imaginary 
Body, and not areal humane Body, which obliged 4n4/taſius to ſay that the 
Euchariſt is the real Body of Chriſt, that is to ſay, the Myſtery, not of achi- 
merical, but real Body. 


THIS being thus cleared up, the Sence of Anaſtaſius his Argument lyes 
open before us. He means, that ſeeing the Bread is a Myſtery in which is ex- 
preſſed the whole Oeconomy of Chriſt's Incarnation, being as it is corruptible, 
it muſt neceſſarily be concluded, that the Body of Chriſt was in like manner 
corruptible before his ReſurreQtion,becauſe the Bread was the Myſtery of the 
Body before its ReſurreQtion, and that the fame Oeconomy which was obſerved 
touching the natural Body, whilſt it was in the World, is obſerved in the 
Bread. Let but Anaſtaſius his Diſcourſe be compared with that of Zonaras, 
which Irelatedyn the ninth Chapter of the foregoing Book, and Damaſcer's 
in the ſhort fomily which I likewiſe mentioned in the Chapter touching 
the Belief of the Greeks, and with what I ſaid in the eighth Chapter of this 
Book, for the explaining Cabaſi/as his Sence, and there will appear no difti- 
culty 1n it. | 


AS to that other Paſſage of 4naſtaſins which Mr. Arnaud propoſed, where- 
in this Author diſputes againſt an Heretick called 7:motheus, who affirmed 
the Nature of Chriſt after the Incarnation, to be the only Divinity. We 
muſt make the ſame Judgment of it as the former. For as to what he ſay's, 
That the Divinity cannot be Detained, Chewed, Divided, Changed, Cut, 8c. as is 
the Euchariſt, and that we muſt according to this Hereticks Doitrine deny the Eu- 
charilt to be iz trwth Chriſt's viſible, terreſtial, and created Body and Blood ; He 
means that the Accidents which happen to the Fuchariſf, being in no wile a- 
greeableto the Divinity of Chriſt who is not ſubje&t to Change and Alterati- 
on ; but only to his Body, we muſt therefore ſay the Bread does not pals 
through the ſame Oeconomy under which our Saviour paſſed; whence it follows 
that it could not be ſaid as it is,that the Bread was intruth the Body and Blood 
of Chriſt, being faid to be ſo only upon the account of the Unity and Iden- 
tity of this Oeconomy. Had he believed Tranſubſtantiation, how could he 
mils telling his Adverſary, *tis not to be imagined the Subſtance of Bread 1s 
really changed into the very Subſtance of the Divinity, and that he muſt of 
neceſſity either deny what the whole Church believes; to wir, the Conver- 


lion of the Subſtance of Bread, or falljatothis other Abſurdity of maintain- 
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ing that this Converfion is made in the Divine Nature ? Common Sence 
leads him to this, and yet we find no ſuch thing 1n all his Diſcourſe. 


AFTER Anaſtsfins comes Germain the Patriarch of Conſtantinople. Mr. 
Aubertin has placed ſhim according to the common Opinion in the eighth 
Century ; but in effeCt; there is more likelyhood according to Alitins his Con- 
jeture that he lived in the twelveth, and the RefleCtions Mr. Arnaud makes 
on this SubjeCt, ſeem to me juſt enough to be followed till we have greater 


Certainty. ' But howſoever this Author ſay's no more than, 7hat the Bread is , 


changed into the Body of Chriſt, and that it is his Body. To which we have 
ſo often already anſwered that it will be needleſs to lay any more. Mr. Ar- 
naud (ets to Phyloſophiſing on ſome Paſſages which Mr. Aubertin alledged in 
his Favour, but this is an Illuſion ; for when wiiat Mr. Aubertiz alledges 
concerning Germane to ſhow that 'tis contrary to Tranſubſtantiation, ſhould 
not be Concluſive, *twould not thence follow he believed it, nor Taught it, 
if this does not appear elſewhere from good Proofs, and Mr. Ar»:tud1is oblig- 
ed to produce ſuch, without ſuppoſing it is ſufficient he Refutes Mr. 4uber- 
tin's Conſequences : For Refuting is not Proving. 


GERM AITN lufficiently ſhews us towards the end of his Treatiſe, in 
what Sence he underſtood the Bread to be the Body of Chriſt. Moſes, ſay's 
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he, /prinkling the People with the Blood of Goats and Heifers, ſaid, This is the finem. 


Blood of the Covenant. But our Savioar Chriſt has given his own proper Body, 
and ſhed his own Blood, and given us the Cup of the xew Teſtament ; ſaying, This 
is my Body whichwas broken for you, this is my Blood ſhed for the Remiſſion of 
your Sins, As often then as yeeat this Bread and drink of this Cup, ye declare 
m) Death and Reſurreftion. Thus believing then we eat the Bread and drink of 
Fe 


our Lord Feſus Chrizt, We have already obſerved in the foregbing Book, that 
the Greeks do often naſe this Expreſſion, 4s the Fleſb, As the Boay; to molli- 
ſy and abate in ſome ſort their uſual way of ſpeaking, which is, that the Bread 
is the Body of Chriſt, and to ſignify that the Bread is to us inſtead of this Bo- 
dy. Itappears from the ſequel of Germain's Dilcourle, his Sence is, that 
for the better applying our Minds to the Death and ReſurreQ1ionof our Lord, 
we eat the Bread and drink of the Cup, in the ſtead of his Body and Blood, 


AS to Fohn Damaſcen, the Author of the Perpetnity having alledged him 
as a Witneſs of the Doftrine of the ancient Church. Ifaid, Fe ought not 
to produce the Teſtimony of a Perſon whom we except againſt, and that with good 
Cauſe, ſeeing he was one of the firſt that left the common Road - the Churches Ex- 
preſſions, and betook himſelf to affected and ſingular ones, which are at as great 
diſtance from the Roman Church as the reformed one. Now this Exception is 
ſo juſt in reſpe& of the Queſtion concerning the Sentiment of the ancient 
Church, that excepting Mr. Ar»a«d, Ido not believe there is any Man, how 
little Converſant ſoever in the Writings of the Fathers, but grants it. For 
all the Ancient Fathers term the Zuchariſt a Figure or Repreſcnration of our 
Lord's Body, and Damaſcez not only deny's that it is one, but allo that the 
Fathers thus termed it after Conſecration. He is one of the firſt that brought 
into Credit the Compariſon of Food which changes it ſelf into our Bodies, 
whereby to explain the Change which happens to the Bread, in as much as 
tis made an Augmentation of the Body of Chriſt, that of the Bleſſed Vir- 
gin which the Holy Spirit overſhadowed, and that of Wood united tothe Fire, 
His Expreſſions being compared with thoſe of the Ancients, are wholly extra- 
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Cup, as of the Fleſh of God, declaring thereby the Death and Reſurrettion of 
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ordinary, Hetells us that the Sacramental Bread, and the Body born of the 
Virgin, are but one and the ſame Body, becauſe the Bread is an Augmentati. 
on of the Body, and that the ſame Oeconomy has been obſerved in both. [ ſup. 
pole Damaſcer was not the firſt that had theſe kind of Conceptions, ſeeing we 
have met with ſomething like this in Anaſtaſews his Diſcourle,and if I miſtake 
not, ſome Trace of this in Gregory de Nyſſes his Catechiſm ; but howſoever 
it muſt be acknowledged lhad reaſon to call theſe Conceptions fefted and 
Singular in teſpeRt of the uſual Expreſſions of the Fathers, and to ſay, they 
vary as much from the DofQtrine of the Romane Church as ours. 


YET to hear only Mr. Ar»aud, a Man would imagine that Damaſces 
clearly taught Tranſubſtantiation. To prove it he alledges theſe ſame Pa. 
ſages of his fourth Book touching the true Orthodox Faith wich has been a 
thouſand times canvaſs'd by Controvertiſts, and which conclude nothing. D4- 
maſcen lay's, That God makes the Bread the Body of Chriſt, and the Wine his 
Blood, that it is aneffet# of his Almighty Power, which has created all things ;, 
that ſeeing the Lord took his Body from the pure and immaculate Blood of the Vir- 
gin, we muſt not doubt but he can change the Bread into his Boay, and the Wine 
znto his Blood, that if we demand how this Change happens, he anſwers, that 
this is wrought by the Holy Spirit, that the ord of God is True and Almighty ; 
but that the manner is Tucomprehenſible. But yet it may berationally ſay'd, that 
as the Bread and Hine ( wherewith a Man is nouriſhed ) are changed into his Bo 
ay, fo that they become another Body than that which they were before ; ſo the 
Bread and Hine mixt with Hater, are changed into the Body and Blood of 
Chrift in awonderful manner, by Prayer and Deſcent of the Holy Spirit, and that 
they are not two different Bodies, but one and the ſame Body. 


HAD not Demeſcen expreſſed himſelf as he has done, it would be to no 
purpoſe for us to tell Mr. -4r»aud the Change he ſpeaks of is not Tranſubſtan- 
tiation, ſeeing his Sence is that the Bread becomes a growth of our Lord's 
Body, and is made by this means one with this Body, that this is the effe4 
he attributes to the Holy Spirit, and Almighty Power of God, aQting above 
Nature, and not that of a real Converſion of the Subſtance of Bread into 
the ſame Subſtance which the Body had before : Mr. Arnaud would not fail 
to term this Extravagancy and Dotage. But ſeeing we lay no more in this 
matter than what is grounded on Damaſcez's own Words, as it appears by 
what we related when we treated on the real Belief of the Greeks; This 
Illuſtration will be ſufficient, without proceeding any farther, to make In- 
ſignificant this long Chapter which Mr. Arnaud has written touching the E- 
quivocal Expreffions of this Author. In effect, let him ſay as long as he 
pleaſes, - Zhat the Point here concerns neither Figure nor Virtue, that this if 
which ſurpeſſes humane Conception is in'Damaſcen*s Sence this ; to wit, 7/4! 
the Bread is made the Body of Feſus Chriſt, that it is the Body really united to the 
Divinity, the Body taken from the Virgin, becauſe the Bread and Wine are chang- 
ed into the Body and Blood of God. T7 Jat Damaſcen ſpeaks of it as if he deſi;ned 
to refute expreſly all the Attempts and Shifts of the Miniſters, ſome of whom turn 
his HVoras into achange of Virtue, and others to an Imaginary Union of the Holy 
Stprit, with the Bread remaining Bread, That the Fathers have expreſſ ed then 

ſelves after two different manners, that is to ſay, ſometimes as Philoſophers, and 
otherwhiles as Divines. All this ſignifies nothing, conſidering the Explicati- 
on which PR himſelf hath given us of his own Sence, in his Letter 
to Zacharias Biſhop of Doarus, and Homily at the end of it. Thelc two 


Pieces publiſhed by the Abbot Billizs, and which .were acknowledged for 
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Authentick by Zabbas the Jeſuit, the learned 47: de Aarcs Atch-Biſhop of 
Paris, and Leo Allatims himſelf, Mr. Arnaud's great Author + Theſe two 
Pieces I fay end the Difference, and ſuffer us not any longer to diſpute a- 
bout Damaſceve. I ſhall only ſay that Mr. Arnaud has not done fairly in rela- 
ting the Paſſages of the fourch Book of the Orthodox Faith, to leave our this 
Homily and Letter as he has done. 


CHAP *; 


An Examination of the Advantages which IAr. Arnaud draws from 
the two Councils held in Greece in the eighth Century, upon the Subs 
jeft of Images, the one at Conſtantinople, and th'othey at Nice. 


ſuffers his Pen to be guided by his Paſſion, and fills up his Book with In- 

juries, ſo ill becoming a Man of his Age and Profeſſion; making them 

contiriually the SubjeA of his Eloquence : Yet in truth are we obliged 
to him for this way of proceeding, not only for that thereby he gives us Oc- 
caſion to exerciſe our Chriſtian Patience,bur does alſo himſelf furniſh us with 
an aſſured means of bringing his Chapters into a leſſer Compaſs. And tothis 
end we {hall paſs by all his perſonal RefleAions as Matters which concerri not 
our Diſpute. Let us then conſider thoſe four tetrible Chapters whiereia he 
Treats of the two Councils which were held in the eighth Century, the one 
at Conſtantinople againſt Images,and the other at Vice tor them. 


J T catinot without doubt but trouble good People toſee how Mr. 4rnaud 


M R. 4-na«d begins with the Council of Vice,thit is to ſay with a Writing m | 
which the Fathers of this Council cauſed to be read in the ſixth Seſſion, from , ;6;. * 
whence he forms theſe five Propoſitions. iff. That the Euchariſt was zot 
called by the Name of Image or Figure, by the Apoſtles and Fathers after Conſe- 
eration. 2dly. That they have called it the Body it ſelf, and the Blood it ſelf 
3dly. That the Gifts are properly Body and Blood, 4ly. That they are not Images, 
but Body and Blood. 5 ly. That it is impoſſible they ſhould be both the Image and 
Body of Chriſt, ſo that being the Body, they are not the Image. He moteover 
tells us that naſtaſivs made uſe of the ſame Reaſoning to ſhew the Zuchariſt is 
not an Image. That #ohn Damaſcen likewiſe uſed it, and WNicephorus 
the Patriarch of Con/tantinople concludes atter the ſame manner, that the Zu- 
thariit is not the Image 'of Chriſt, becauſe it is his Body; Whereupon 
Mr. Arnaud cries out, Theſe are the very things wherein Arguments are uſeleſs, | 
and wherein the Impreſſion of Truth pled plainly, that thoſe that deny it are ©: 553: 
tobe regarded as Perſons no louger to be reaſoned with, But how clear ſoever 
his Motives may be, we can aſſure him this comes from his Prejudice, and not 
from the Truth. The Underſtanding of all rheſe Diſcourſes of the Adverſa- 
ries of the Z-onoclaſtes,depends only on the knowing in what Setice they meant 
the Eacharift is properly the Body and Blood of Chriſt. For this Poirtt being once 
diſpatched, we ſhall ſoon perceive why they denyed ir was ani Image, and 
wherefore they thus reaſoned, that _ an Image, it could not be the Body. 

\» 2 We 


Mr. Arnaud's Proofs refuted touching Boo 1Vv, 


Alot. de Ec- 


We muſt -obſerve all theſe Greets have followed the Opinion of Dama- 
ſcen, and ſpeak as he does; that they borrow all his Conceptions and 
Expreſſions, as appears by the Writing which was read in the ſecond Coun- 
cil of Vice, by the Fragment of 7heodorus Graptus, and Mr. Arnand's own 
Author MNicephorus, 


NOW after the Notices Damaſcer has given us, we can no longer doubt 
but their Sence 1s, that the Bread and Wine are made the Body and Blood 
of Chriſt, inaſmuch as that receiving the Supernatural Yirtue of this Body 
and Blood, they are a Growth and Augmentation thereof, and therefore are 
not two Bodies, but one and the ſame Body, the proper Body of Chriſt, as 
the Food becomes our proper Body. 


A ND this will appear from the bare reading of a Paſſage in Vicephorus, 


Hef. 0cad, Which Mr. Arnaud himſelf has related and taken from Alatins : nd if it be 
orien. Perp. needful, (fay's he, to explain theſe things, by what paſſes in our ſelves, as the 


*—o2 "Hig Bread, Hine, and Water are naturally chanoea into the Body and Blood of thoſe 


that eat and drink them, and become not another Body, ſo theſe Gifts by the Pray- 
er of him that Officiates, and Deſcent of the Holy Spirit are changed [upernatural- 
ly into the Body and Blood of Chriſt. For this is the Contents of the Prie#t's 
Prayer, and we do not underſtand they are two Bodies z but we believe it be but one 
and the ſame Body. And this is the Greeks Hypotheſis,the Bread is made the pro- 
per Body of Chriſt, as the Meat we eat becomes our Body; to wit, inaf- 
much as it is united to it, and receives its Form, increaſes and augments 
it, 


THE fame will appear if we compare the Diſcourſes of the Fathers of 
Conftantinople with the Cenſure paſt on them in the Council of Vice. The 
Fathers of 7 rye" .6] called the Euchariſt, a choſen Matter, a Subſtance of 
Bread. Thoſe of Nice were not offended thereat ; Neither at the others 
calling the Zuchariſt, Bread filled with the Holy Spirit, an Oblation tranſlated 
from acommon State, to a State of Holyneſs, a Body made Divine by a Sanitifi- 
cation of Grace : So far they agree. But when the Fathers of Conſtantinople 
call the Bread az mage, thoſe of Vice could not ſuffer it, neither could they 
bear with them in ſaying it is the Body by /»ſtirution. Why do they make 
this Difference, but becauſe theſe firſt Expreſſions which are contrary to 
Tranſubſtantiation and the ſubſtantial Preſence, yet do not contradiQ their 
Fiypothefis of Augmentation by an Impreſſion of Virtue, whereas the others 
oppoſe 1t? For they donot ſay the Food is the mage of our Body, nor our 
Body by 7»ſtitution, but that it becomes our Proper Body, not another ; but 
the /ame we had before. 


THIS Pointbeing thus cleared up, it is eaſy to perceive why theſe Per- 
ſons deny'd the Euchariſt to be an Image. For it was not becauſe they believed 
the Subſtance of Bread did not remain, or imagined. it *twas abſolutely and 
by a numerical Identity / as the Church of Rome ſpeaks ) the ſame ſubſtance 
of the Natural Body ; but becauſe they believed that the Bread keeping its 
proper Subſtance became the proper Body of our Lord by this way of Growth 
or Augmentation, in receiving the Impreſſion of his Supernatural Virtue, {o 
that in this ReſpeCt it was the ſame thing with them, whether the Bread was 
Firtaually the Body of Chriſt, or properly. They found then that the ſimple 
Notion of Znage was inconſiſtent with that of Propriety, and Fheneupor 

enye 
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denyed the Encharift to be an Image or Repreſentation. 


THEY Argued from the ſame Principle, when they ſaid 'ris not poſlible 
theſe Gifts could be both, 7he Body, and the maze of the Body, and betng the 
Body, they conld not be the Image of them. For they believed the Term of /mage 
excluded this propriety of ' Virtue which they eſtabliſhed,and that to call them 
Image, was to regard them in no other manner than that wherein they were 
before their Conleration. 


IT is eaſy to perceive that their Arguing on the Diſcourſe of the Fathers 
of Conſtantinople 15 but mere Sophiſm. For beſides that theſe Fathers,termed 
not the Zachariſt, the proper Body of Chriſt, atid conlequently could not be 
charged with Contradi&ion, nor told, $1 imago eft, non poteſt eſſe hoc Diwvi+ 
am : belides this 1fay, all their Subtilty lyes ina mere Qyible about Words. 
They will not receive the Term of 7mago, and yet admit thoſe of Repreſer - 
tation, 4 Remembrance and Symbol, as Mr. Arnand himſelf wcknowledges: 
He do not call (lay's Theodorus Graptns (an Author of the ninth Century Y 0:9; rerumg; 
the ſacred Myſteries of Chriſt, the Images of his Body, altho they become Sym+ Comftantinopl. 
bols thereofyei toi ovucoNuas Earrreheimei. Nicephorus ſay's the ſame thing, /Y+ *97" 5A 
do not call theſe Gifts, either Images or Figures of this Body, alths they be Repre- yy a _ 
ſentations thereof: Which ſhews they regarded morethe manner of exprel- bejix. ub; 


ſiogthe Thing, than the Thing it elf, Supra. 


BUT let us ſee what Advantage Mr. Arnaud pretends to draw hence: P. 654. 665: 
Firſt, he endeavours to prove that theſe Authors who wrote againſt the /co- 
noclaſtes did not believe *twas contrary to the notionof an Image to 'contain 
the Virtue of the Original, nor eftabliſhed this Principle: 7he Zmage is not 
the thing it repreſents, in this Sence here; 7he Image is not virtually the thing 
it repreſerts. PForſay's he, 7» the ſame place wherein they eſtabliſh this Princi« 
ple, the Image ts not the thing it ſelf which it repreſents, they bring Inſtances of 
Images which contain really the Virtue of their Original, and even its Eſente, 
Nicephorus the Patriarch of Conſtantinople who Refutes the Tconoclafſtes by the 
fame Argument, by which the ſecond Council of Nice ſay's, That that which is the 
Image of a thing, cannot be its Body, for every Imape is another thing than what 
it repreſents, {tis True, adds he, 7hat the Scripture calls the Son the Image of 
the Father, but he is likewiſe diſtinguiſhed from him by an Fypoſtaſis and 
Perſon, 


I Anſwer Vicephorrs his Sence 1s, that to exclude the Notion 'of Image; 
we muſt ſay it is the thing it (elf : And on the contrary to eſtabliſh it, there 
muſt be no meansleft to ſay, it is the thing it ſelf. Now altho- the Son hath 
the ſame Nature and Eſſence as the Father, yet we cannot ſay he is the Fa: 
ther, for they are different Perfons : So the Son - may be well called the [+ 
mage of the Father. But altho the Zuchari/# be not in Subſtance the Body of 
Chriſt, and contains only its Virtue, yet we may very well ſay, # is this ve- 
ry Body, becauſe an Augmentation does not make another Body than that 
which was before, but is the fame ; and thus the #xcharift cannot be called 
an Image, | 


BUT, ſay's Mr. Arnaud, The Son contains the Virtue of the Father, Nice- bes 
phorus underſtands not then his own Principle, That the Image is not the thing © 
which it repreſents ; in My. Claude's fantaſtical Sence, that it is not virtually 


the thing whoſe Image it is: For it would neceſſarily follow hence that the Son of 
God 


on. 
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God is not an Tmage, ſeeing he contains not only the Virtue, bat the very Eſſence 
of his Father. This muſt neceſſarily follow according to Mr. Arnaud, bur 
not according to right Reaſon ; For it is true the Son contains the Effential 
Virtue of the Father, as/being not the Image of his Eſſence ; bur he does nor 
contain the perſonal Virtue of it, for he has nor the Virtue of begetriog ano- 
ther Son, nor according to the Greeks, that of the Emanation of the Holy 
Spirit, and conſequently he may well be called the Image of the Father's Per- 
ſon. Had WVicephorus underſtood his Principle in this Seace, no Image is iz 
Subſtance the thing it repreſents, as Mr. Arnaud luppoles he did, and as in 
et he muſt underſtand it to add, But the Euchariſt is 17 Subſtance the Body 
of Chriſt, it is not then the Image of it , It would ſooner and more naturally 
ollow, that the Son of God would be in no wiſe an Image ; for he moſt re- 
ally contains the Nature, Efſence, and Subſtance of his Father. 


MNitephorus, adds Mr. Arnaud, Suppoſes the Euchariſt is not really di- 
ftinguiſhed from the Body of Chriſt, and thereby proves that it is not the Figure 
of it. $1 igitur Sanctum corpus quod in communione ſumitur, imago Chriſti 
eſt, aliud dicitur efle przter corpus Chriſti ; 7hat- is to ſay, if the Euchariſt 
were an Image, it would be really adiſtinit thing from the Body of Chriſt: But 
it is not diftint fromit , Therefore it is not an mage. Nicephorus will \uppoſe 
the £xchariſt is not a real diſtinQ thing from the Body of Chriſt, when we 
admit Mr- Arnaud's that is to ſay ; bur he will not ſuppoſe it when we ſhall 
conſider that the Propoſition he rejeQts is this, SaniFum corpus in communione 
quod furitaer eſt aliud prater corpus Chriſti, The Holy Body we receive in the 
Communion, 1s ſomething elſe beſides the Body of Griſt: and that the contrary 
Propoſition which he eſtabliſhes is, SauiZum corpus quod in communione ſumi- 
tur now eft aliud prater corpns Chriſti: The Holy Body we receive in the Communi- 
ou is nothing elce but the Body of Chriſt, That isto lay in a Word, that they 
are not two Bodies, but one, becaule the Growth of a Body does not make 
another Body. But this is not tofay but that there is atrue and real Diffe- 
rence between the Subſtance which encreaſes a thing, and the thiog it ſelf 
which is encreaſed. 


The Biſhops of Nice aud Nicephorus, ( ſay's moreover Mr. Arnaud) did 
they not know that the Hater of Baptiſm and Oyl, are the Figure of the Holy Spi- 
rit according to the Fathers , which made Aubertin himſelf ſay : Docent veteres 
aquam & oleum poſt conſecrationem reprzſentare ſpiritum"fantum. And 
were they ignorant that they contained and communicated the Virtue of it ? It is 
ſtrange a Perſon fo confident of his own Abilities, ſhould be ſo groſly miſtak- 
en in what he alledges concerning Mr. Aubertix, and not oblerved that in 
this place Mr. Aubertintakes the Term of Repreſentare in the Sence which 
Cardinal Perrox gives it, for Preſens reddere, exhibere ; that is to lay for, to 
make preſent, give, communicate, and not for to figurate, as appears thro the 
whole Sequelof his Diſcourſe. The Queſtion concerned a Paſſage of 7er- 
tullian, which bears 7hat Chriſt repreſents his Body by the Bread : Cardinal 
Perron alledged that by Repreſent, we muſt underſtand, make Preſent, Com- 
municate, Fxhibit. Mr. Aubertiz having ſhewed that this Expreſſion was u- 
ſed by the Fathers to ſignify to Figure, ſuppoſes Perroy's Sence to be good, and 
Ihews thereupon that the Paſſage out of 7ertwlien does notwithſtanding 0- 
verthrow Tranſubſtantiation, for it muſt (till be ſaid that the Bread remains 
Bread. Aad becauſe it might be anſwered that by the Bread we may under- 
ſtand the Accidents of Bread : He Refutes this Evaſion and ſay's, Docent ve- 
feres aquam & oleuwm poſt conſecrationem repraſentare ſpiritum ſanitum ſicut ail 
Tertullianus 
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Tertulliauns pane repreſentaricorpus Chriſti, fic enim Cyrillas, ſive Author Cate- 
cheſeon illt tributatum, oleum poſt invocationem, Fc. Chriſti & Spiritus ſantti 
chariſma eſt & divinitatis ipſius praſentie operativum, Sic Baſilius & Ambro- 
ſins in aqua Baptiſmi preſentiam ſpiritus eſſe aſſerunt, Nec tamen quis dixerit 
per oleum & aquam: intelligends fe accidentia olet & aque, Whence it appears 
that Mr. rnasd can be miſtaken as wellas other People, for this Paſſage of 
Mr. Aubertin cannot be alledged to prove the Fathers taught that Baptiſm and 
Oylare the Figures of the Holy Spirit, but by a very great Miſtake. 


BUT to proceed, I ſay it isnot ſufficient to ſhew what the Fathers taught 
concerning Baptiſm and Oyl; it mult be ſhewed that \Vicephorss and the 
Council of /Vice have exprelly called them mages of the Floly Spirit, for 0- 
therwiſe there can be nothing concluded in re{pect of them. Z7hey knew, lay's 
he, that they are the Figure of the Holy Spirit according to the Fathers, But 
they might likewiſe as well know that the Fvchariſt is the Figure, and Image 
ofthe Body of Chriſt according to the Fathers, and yer they tor all that deny 
it, and affirm none of the Fathers foterm it afrer Conlecration. Moreover 
Nicephorus and the Fathers of Vice may tell him, that whatſoever Virtue ac- 
companies Baptiſm and Oyl, yet they are not made the Growth of the Holy 
Spirit, as the Bread and Wine of the Z#charift are made the Growth of the 
Body and Blood of Chriſt, and conſequently they are not Virtually the ſame 


thing. 


WHAT Mr. Arnazdadds, That they themſelves made uſe of the Miracles ,,., 


wrought by Images, to eſtabliſh the Forſhip of them, and that the Author of the 

Theory of Eccleſiaſtical Matters, ſay's, That the wnconſecrated Bread, which is 

the Type of the irgin Mary's Body, communicated to thoſe that participated of 
it an ineffable Benediition, This I ſay, does not deſervean Anſwer, for it does 
not appear theſe People eyer attributed to Images a ſupernatural Virtue, 
ordinarily reſiding in them, which might make them fay that the Images are 
changed into the Virtue of Chriſt, or his Saints ; much leſs that the Image 
is a Growth of Chriſt or his Saints. And as to the Bread which according 
to Germain is the Type of the Virgin ary's Body, the incffable BenediQtion 
which he ſay's ir communicates, 1s not the Virtue of the Virgin's Body, of 


which it is the Type. 


NEITHER does it in fine, ſignify any thing to ſay, 7hat the Figure res P. 665. 


fers it ſelf to the Original, and not to the Virtue; that it is appoſite to the Origt- 
zal, that *tis from the Orizinal from which *tis diſtinguiſhed, that when it is de- 
prived of Firtae, it is by Accident, and that *tis every whit as ridiculous to ſay 8 
Figure ceaſes to be 8 Figure, becauſe it becomes Efficacious,as to ſay a Statue ceaſes 
to be a Statue when it is gilt. For itistrue that the firſt and moſt natural Op- 
poſition is between the Figure and the Original, and that the Figure 1s only 
oppoled to the Virtue, inaſmuch as that by the Impreſſion of Virtue, athing 
becomes in ſome ſort the Original in a proper Sence. Thus the Food 
we eat becomes in ſome ſort-in a proper Sence the Body we had before, al- 
tho it be in effef of adiſtin& Subſtance, or Matter, ſeeing it is not the ſame 
Subſtance, or the ſame Matter in number, bur an addition to our former Sub- 
ſtance, yet do we oppoſe it to the Figure, and ſay 'ris not the Image of our 
Body, but our Body, our proper Body, the very Body which we had before 
and not another. Now it isthus the Fathers of /Vice oppoſe the” Figure to 
the Euchariſtical Bread, and ſay it ceafesto bea Figure ; to wit, then when 


by the Impreſſion of the ſupernatural Virtue of our Lord's Body it —_ 
ens 
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this proper Body, not another, as we have alrcady a thouſand times ex. 
plained. 


AND thisis what Mr. Arid has ſaid of moſt Moment touching the 
ſecond Council of Vice, and other Adverſaries of the Zconoclaſtes. What 
7+ -.c. 6 heafteraddsconſifts only in Reperitions, or Matters of {irrall Importance,and 
7.67% Which maybe ealily Refuted by his own Words. For Fxample, what he ſay's 
touching the Water of Baptiſm, and Oyl, thatthey are Figures which con- 
tain Virtue, isan ObjeQion he has ſeveral times made, and which we have 
G. 6- p. 674: Already anſwered. What he ſay's touching rhe State of an Image, that it has 
not any Inconſiſtency in it ſelf, neither Real nor Apparent, with a Conſecration 
which would fill the Bread and Hine with the Virtze of Chriſt”s Body, has been 
already refuted ; For in the Sence of the Greeks the State of Image is Incon- 
ſiſtent, with what the Bread and Wine become by the Impreſſion they re- 
ceive from the Virtue of Chriſt's Body,becaule they become ina certain Sence, 
the proper Body and Blood of Chriſt. So that whatſoever Mr. Arnaud fay's 
in general touching the two States, the one Coxſifterr, and the other Incon- 
ſifent, has no Foundation, We know there are Conſiſtent and Inconſiſtent 
States; but rhe Queſtion is whither the Greeks might not believe without be. 
ing Extravagant and Senceleſs,that there was an Inconliſtency between theſe 
two Expreſſions, Zhe Euchariſt is the /mage of the Body of Chrift, and the 
Euchariſt zs the proper Body of Chriſt, altho they underſtood a Propriety by 
an Impreſſion of Virtue. I confeſs there is not between theſe two States of 
Image, and proper Body in the Sence wherein thoſe of Vice underſtood them, 
a real Inconliftancy ; But we muſt likewiſe acknowledg that there is an ap- 
parent one, eſpecially when *tis madeto conliſt only in the Terms, as I be- 
lieve theſe Greeks have made it. If Mr. 4r»aud will have them make it to 
conſiſt in the ſame thing, beſides thatthis Difference will be of ſmall Impor- 
tance as tothe Main, I need only offer him what himſelf has told us concern- 
ing Anaſtaſius and others, who denyed the Fuchariſt was a Figure. That 
theſe were not two inconſiſtent Principles, nor tws contrary Expreſſions in the Lan- 
guage of thoſe Times, to ſay that the Euchariſt is not the Figure of Chriſt's Body, 
and yet 4 Repreſentation of the Myſteries of his Life, and that the ſame Authors 
that teach the one, teach us likewiſe the other. I need only tell him thart in the 
ſame Place wherein they earneſtly deny the Z«chariſt to be an Image, they 
acknowledg it is a Symbol, and that Damaſcex himſelf who will not ſuffer it 
to be called an Image or Type, yet aſſures us that the ſame Oeconomy which 
was obſerved in Chriſt's natural Body, is obſerved in the Bread ; which eſtab- 
liſheth a true Reſemblance at bottom. Ineed only offer him the Expoſition 
cs 2 Beſſarion makes of Damaſcen's Words. By the Figure, lay's he, he means 4 
F ___ Shadow which is no more than a Figure barely fiznifying another Subject, yet 
Eectariffh. without having any Subſtance for ating. 


Lib. T7. Co 2* 
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MR. Arnaudanſwering this Paſſage of Beſſarion, which I offered agaialt 

the Author of the Perpeturty, ſay's, That Beſlarion had reaſon to ſay St. John 

Bat Damalcen, i denying the Euchariſt to be a Figure, means abare Figure with- 
(1 out Efficncy. Not that hepretends an efficacious Fignre is not a Figure ; but he 
ſuppoſes to ſay the Euchariſt is the Sign of Feſus Chrift, and not his Body, is aſ- 

much as to ſay it is abare Fipurewithout Virtue and Efficacy, becauſe the Quality 

of a Figure does not include any Virtue, and that it would have no other which 

could give it this Virtue, $0 that according to Beſſarion 'tis certain that 
Damaſcen iz denying the Euchariſt to be 4 Figure of Feſus Chrift, means 

by the Word Fignre a Shadow, ang a Figure without Efficacy, becauſe that in ef- 


felt 
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felt if the Euchariſt be a bare Figure, it would be a Figure without Zificacy, and 
there would be no place of Scripture which could prove this Efficacy, as we will ſhew 
elſewhere. This Propoſition then is true in one Sence, if the Euchariſt were 
but a Figure, it would be but an empty Figure. But this is not true in any Sexce, 
ſeeing if the Figure were an Efficacious Figure, it would not be a Figure, 


HE means it is impoſſible to attribute any Virtue to the Zucharift, if it 
be not acknowledged the Body of Chriſt in Subſtance. Bur 1/f. This Prin- 
ciple is falſe in it ſelf, and the contrary may be proved by an Inſtance from 
Scripture, which St. Paal calls Zhe Power of God to Szlvation, Rom. 1. And 
by the Example of Baptiſm,which is accompanied with the Virtue of Chriſt's 
Blood, and which according to the Scripture is the Laver of our Regenera- 
tion. IncfteQ, toapply to us the ſupernatural Virtue of the Body of Chriſt, 
it is not neceſſary that the Subſtance of this Body be locally in the Zacharift, 
it is ſufficient that his Spirit be in it, and operates therein. 2/y. It is falle, 
there is no Paſſage of Scripture whereby to prove this Efficacy. That which 
our Saviour himſelf ſay's, Dothis in Remembrance of me ; and what St. Paul 
adds, 7hat as often as we eat of this Bread, and arink of this Cup, we ſhew forth 
the Lord*s Death till he comes ; this I fay includes the Communication of his 
Virtue. For Chriſt and his Death, are not ObjeQs of a mere hiſtorical Con- 
ſideration. It is the ſame with this Divine Saviour as with the Sun ; which 
it is impoſſible to behold without being inlightned by ir, and cheared with its 
Rays. /f we behold him, ſay's one of the Prophets,we are inlightned by him. To 
declare his Death as we ought, is without doubt an ACtion inſeparable from 
the feeling of his Efficacy ; and that Man who deny's this Truth, knows lit- 
tle of Chriſt. 3y. Neither is it true that Damaſcen oppoſes thoſe that deny 
the Zuchariſtto be the Body of Chriſt in Subſtance, and fay it is only fo in 
Virtue, neither is it true Beſſario» imputes to him this Reaſoning, /Yere not 
the Euchariſt the proper Subſtance of Chriſt's Body, it would be no more than a 
mere Figure without Virtue and £ificacy. This is one of Mr. Arnand's Cir- 
cuits which has no Grounds either in the Paſſage of Damaſcen, nor in that of 
Beſſarion. Beſſarion indeed would have Damaſcen to believe Tranſubſtantia- 
tion and the ſubſtantial Preſence ; for being a Cardinal in the Roman Church, 
'*tis no maryel he maintained not the contrary ; but he does not ſay Damaſcer 
argued as Mr. Arnaud ſuppoſes. 44y. Mr. 4rnasd does himſelf furniſh us 
wherewithal to diſſipate all his Subtilties touching the Council of Vice; for 
we need only apply to the Council of Vice what he ſay's concerning Damaſcer, 
in making theſe Fathers argue after this manner ; Zo ſay the Euchariſt i az 
Image of Chriſt, is the ſame as to ſay *tis no more than a bare Image without any 
Eificacy, becauſe the Quality of an Image includes not any irtue, and the 
Euchariſt cannot have elſewhere this Virtue, there being no place of Scripture 
which attributes it to it, nor from whence it can be concluded, Now the Icono- 
claſtes affirm the Euchariſt to be an Image. They ſay then that "tis a bare Image 
without Virtue and Efficacy, and conſequently they contraditt themſelves, when 
they afterwaxds call it the Body of Feſus Chriſt ; for if it be a mere Image, it can- 
not be Virtually this Body, This Reaſoning attributed to the Fathers of Vice, 
would be better grounded than that which he Imputes to Damaſcen , be- 
cauſe it does not appear Damaſcen Diſputes againſt Perlons that Expounded 
the Words of Chriſt, 7his is my Body in'this Sence, This is the Fi- 
gure of my Body ;, whereas it appears that the Zconoclaſtes had Expounded 
them in this Sence, 7his is the [mage of my Body; whence it follows they 
might been told better than they have been by Dams/cer, that having no 0- 
ther Paſſage of Scripture whereby to prove it was the Body of Chriſt in Vir- 
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tue, it was no more according to them, than a mere Image without any 
Efficacy. 


AS to what Mr. Arnand ſay's, That altho Paſchaſius his Adverſaries Fx- 
pounded theſe Words, The Body of Feſus Chriſt, the Virtue of Feſus Chriſt, yet 
did they not ſay it was the Body it ſelf,that they made not uſe of this Pripciple, the 
Figure is not the Original, t9 ſhew the Euchariſt was the Original and not the 
Figure ; That they did not make this ridiculous Argument, The Euchariſt con- 
tains the Virtue of Chriſt's Body ; It is not then the Figure of it. Tanſwer,we 
Cited not Paſchaſins his Adverſaries for that purpoſe. We inſtanced them to 
ſhew, that it is no new or extraordinary Matter, to under{find by the Body 
of Chriſt, kis Body in Virtue, ſeeing ſeveral in the ninth Century underſtood 
itin this manner. .But, ſay's he, they ſaid not the Euchariſt was properly and 
truly the Body of Chriſt. It does not in effe& appear tous they did ſay it, nor 
denyed it was a Figure, nor reaſoned like the Adverſaries of the Zonoclaſtes, 
and from thence we may well conclude they admitted not the intire Hypothe- 
fis of the Greeks, which is, that this Body of Chriſt in Virtue, isan Augmen- 
tation of the natural Body, to infer from thence that it is properly his Body, 
and not the Figure of it. But this does not hinder but that by the Term of 
Body, they underſtood the Virtue of the Body. Had their Error, ſay's Mr. 
Arnaud, led them to underfland by the Word Body, the Figure and Virtue, 
common Sence would have forced 'em to explain themſelves in proper Terms, to 
make themſelves underſtood. But1fay the Greeks do explain themſelves in pro- 
per Terms. £#ly de Crete who aſſiſted at the Council of Vice, does not he 
plainly ſay, 7hat the Bread is changed into the Ffficacy of Chrift*s Body? Did 
not Cyrillus of Alexandria, and Futyching, ſay the fame thing? Did not 7heo- 
phylatt Expreſs himſelf in the fame manner ? Has not Damaſcer ſaid That it 
is Bread united to the Divinity, a Growth of the Body of Chrift? Does not Ni- 
colarws Mecthonienſis tellus, That Chriſt Foyns his Divinity totheſe Things which 
are familiar to owr Natures? And how many more ſuch like Expoſitions are to 
be met with in the Paſſages Ialready produced ? Let Mr. Arnaud fay as long 
as he pleaſes, 7his Language is ſo Unnatural and Strange, that to make this pre- 
tended Sence of it Tntelligible, it ought to be proclaimed with ſound of Trumpet 
throughout all the Eaft, and Notice given to all People that theſe Words were to 
be underſtood in this unheard of Sexnce : Otherwiſe all theſe Authors ouzht to be 
eſteemed as Cheats and Impoſiors. The Greeks will anſwer him that al! his 
Rhetorick is void of Reaſon, in whatſoever Humour it comes from him : 
They have ſufficiently Explained themſelves to thoſe that have Ears : They 
are not Deceivers ; for they never ſo much as once ſaid the Zuchariſft was the 
natural Body of Chriſt ia Propriety of Subſtance, but often the contrary, 
namely his Body in Virtue. Fo ; 

IT were better in my Mind to reſerve theſe Proclamations he ſpeaks of, 
to publiſh ro the World there ought no more of thoſe Paſſages of the Fathers 
to be alledged, ſeeing they are ſo troubleſom to Mr. A-naud. For ſeeing 1 
have incurred his Indignation, for quoting a Paſſage out of Facrvndzs, 1t 15 
fitting the World ſhould henceforward know how to avoid offending him. 
This Paſſage, ſay's he, of Facundus muſt be broueht in every where right or 
WrOg. The Oneſtion is whether the Term of the Body of Feſus Chrift may 


be taken for the Virtue and Efficacy of this Bady, in which Point Facundus /s ſt- 
text. The Queſtion is whether the Term of the Body of Chriſt can be taken 
in another Sence, than for rhe Subſtance of Chriſt's natural Body, and of 
this Facandns ſpeaks. 


To contain the Myſtery of Chriſt's Body, and to con- 
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tain the Virtue of it, are two Expreſſions which ſignify at bottom the ſame 
thing in /4c44s5 his Sence, and itis upon good Grounds we have alledged 
him. But when a Pallage perplexes Mr. Arzand, it muſt be laid afide, be- 
cauſe it diſturbs his Brain, Omutting then Facuxdws for this time, in com- 
pliance to Mr. 4-2a«a ; pals we on tothe Council of Conſtantinople, termed 
{conolaſtes, 


T HIS Council ſay's firſt; 7hat our Saviour has commanded us to offer an T- Apud Concit, 
mage, a choſen Matter, that ts to ſay the Subſtance of Bread, It is clear their Nicen. ari 6. 


Sence is, that that which is offered in the Euchariſt, and which is an Image, 
is the Subſtance of Bread. To ſay thereupon their Sence is, not that it is in 
Effe& a Subſtance of Bread, but only 4 Matter which keeps the Figure and Re- 
ſemblance of it, is in my Mind as frivolous a Shift and Evaſion as ever was u- 
ſed; for what may not a Man elude it he may expound theſe Terms, 7he 
Subſtance of Bread, by theſe, Not the Subſtance of Bread, but the Figure and Re- 


ſemblance ? Beſides this Mr. Arnaud tells me, Zhat 7 may not ſo much as humbly C.7. p. ce a - 


propoſe my Doubts, and muſt be known to be a Perſon extream modeſt, otherwiſe all 
People will wonder ſo eaſy a matter ſhould ſtartle me, that [ conſult not common 
Sence, touching what 7 ought to ſay, and that my Head is ſo full of Calviniſtical 
Subtilities, that 7 cannot ſpeak after the rate of other Men. He afterwards 
falls upon a Diſcourſe whichtakes up ſix great Pages, which amount to this ; 
That when the Fudgment of Reaſon or Faith, is contrary to the Ideas of 
Sence ani Concupiſcence, there is form'd two ſorts of Languaves which ſubſiſt toge- 
ther, the one Conformable to the [deas of Sence and Concupiſcence, and the other 

zo Paith and Reaſon. Toeſtabliſh this Principle.he ſay's, 7hat Faith changes 

the Fudgment of Sence and Concupiſcence, and ſhews us that what we call Good 
is areal Evil, that our Evils are reall Goods, that thoſe who are called Happy, 
are really Miſerable; the Rich, Poor ; the Poor, Rich; the Wiſe, Foolls ; the 
Prudent, Imprudent z and the Knowing, 1znorant. He adds, That Philoſophy 
oft overthrows the common Notions of things : That the Thomiſts affirm Matter 
bas no Exiſtence, that a dead Body has nothing in common with a living one, that 
ſome Philoſophers of this Age teach that Animals are only Machins, and Auto- 
mates, and ſenſible Qualities are not in the things theinſelves, but are the 
Impreſſions of our Sences, That ſeveral of the moſt profound Aſtrologerg 
believe with Copernicus, that the Sun ana Stars are nnmovable, and that tis 
the Earth which by its various Motions makes Day and Night, and Lariety of 
Seaſons. He tells us afterwards, 7hat there is in all theſe things atwo-fold 
Language, the one according to Appearance, and the other according to Trath. 

That *tis the ſame inreſpett of the Euchariſt, Faith corredting in it the Ideas of 
Sence, and from thence comes this twofold Zanguage, the one by which we call the 

"Euchariſt Bread, Subſtance of Bread, Matter of Bread, and the other by which 

we call it the Body of Chriſt. 


NOT to proceed without profiting by Mr. 4-»aud's Advertiſement, leſt 
he ſhould accuſe me of Dulneſs: I ſhall venture again humbly to offer the 
Doubts wherewith common Sence furniſhes me after Conſultation with ir, 
againſt his pretended Solution. 1/f. It ſeems to me to contain all the Cha- 
raters of a Mind perplext and tormented with Study, how to extricate it ſelf 
out of a Difficulty,through which it can find no natural Paſſage, What rela- 
tion has the Ideas of Concupilſcence, the Philoſophy of the Thomiſts, Carteſi- 
ans, Coperniciens, with the Diſcourſe of theſe good Greek Biſhops who lived 
in the eighth Century, and who without doubt had none of this Philoſophy 
in their Heads? Whocan Imagine that their Exprefſions which are plainand 
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ſimple, ſhould be grounded on the Mode! of theſe twofold Langnages, that 
is to ſay, on an Obſervation which ſcarcely ever any Perſon betore thought 
of, ſo remote are theſe twofold Languages from the Sight and com. 
mon Ulſe of the World? In truth, Icould never imagine the Ideas of 
Concupiſcence, the dead Bodies of the Thomiſts, nor the Impreſſions, or 
Automates of the Cartheſians, and Copernicus his Syſtems, ſhould ever be 
brought into our Diſpute, to decide the Queſtion, whether the Greeks be- 
lieve Tranſubſtantiation or not. 


IT. WHAT likelyhood is there that Biſhops aſſembled in Council, whoſe 
Words were to regulate the Peoples Faith, and whom it behooved moreover 
to ſpeak diſcreetly, having Adverſaries at their Backs, ſhould lay aſide the 
Style of Religion, if we believe Mr. Arnaud, to take upthat of Sence, which 
Religion condemns ? That they ſhould call the Zzchari#t without any Necef 
ſity, 4 Matter, and Subſtance of Bread, conſidering it even after Conſecrati- 
'on, without adding to it either any Expoſition or Mollification, and expoſe 
themſelves ſo imprudently to the Reproaches of their Enemies, from whom 
they could expeCt no Fayour nor Support, and who waited for an Occaſion 
to render them Odious to the People. 


111. BUT howcameit to paſs their Adverſaries, (who,that they might 
cenſurethem touching the Term of Image, dared aſſert contrary to the 
Truth, that none of the Fathers gave the Term of Image to the Fucharift 
after Conſecration, ) were ſo mild and favourable asto pardon them of Sub- 
ſtance of Bread, were their Faith in effeQ that of the Church of Rome, that 
it is no longer the Subſtance of Bread? Did they do this upon the account 
ofthe Thomilts dead Bodies, the Carteſians Automates, or Corpernicxs his 
Syſtem ? 


IV. IF we examine theſe Inſtances of a twofold Language which Mr. 
Arnaud propoles,we ſhall find they areall DefeCtive,cither in reſpe&t of them- 
{elves,or inthe Application he makes of them : I+is not true Religion abſo- 
lutely teaches that what we call Goods, are real Evils; and that our Evils 
are real Goods ; nor that it turns Felicity into Miſery, Riches into Poverty, 
Poverty into Riches, Wiſdom into Folly, Prudence into Imprudence, and 
Knowledg into Ignorance. Religion teaches that theſe things are, in EffeCt 
and in themſelves, what we term them, becauſe they are either Bleſſings and 
God's temporal Favours, or Chaſtiſements and AMiQtions which come from 
his Hand ; and fo far its Language agrees very well with the uſual Speech of 
Men. But it alſo ſhews us that theſe things change their Name and Nature 
by the good, or bad Uſe which is made of them ; that Riches become real 
Poverty; Happineſs, Miſery ; Wiſdom,Folly ; Prudence, Imprudence ; and 
Science, Ignorance ; to the Vicious who corrupt theſe Gifts of God, and 
change their natural Deſtination, that AfiStions likewiſe become Benefits ; 
Poverty, Riches; Miſery, Felicity, toa Virtuous Perſon, and one that feats 
God. If Concupiſcence would oppoſe it ſelf againſt this Language, and ſpeak 
otherwile, Religion will notlet her : Sothat the double Language that there 
3s in reſpeCt of theſe things, is grounded not on the Ideas of Concupiſcence, 
but on Truth it ſel When we call Riches, Goods; and Afflictions, Evils ; 
we conſider what they are in their own Nature, and when we call them o- 
therwiſe, we conſider 'em in relation to what they are by Accident. Theſe 

two Languages agree very well, and they are both proper and true, the Ideas 
of Concupiſcence having no part therein.Beſides Religion moreover RE 
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temporal Goods and Evils, either abſolutely in themſelves, or by Compariſon 
with Spiritual Goods and Evils. In the firſt reſpeCt it tells us that theſe are 
Goods and Evils, as they are in effet. In the ſecond ſhe can hardly give 
them that Name, becauſe they are not conſiderable in :ompariſon of eternal 
Goods or Evils. If Concupiſcence oppoſes it ſelfagainſt this Language, and 
ſpeaks otherwiſe, Religion reſtrains Her. It is then certain that the double 
Language is grounded on various ReſpeQs, and is ever grue : But it is notthe 
ſame with the Point in hand. 'For ſuppoſing Tranſubſtantiation we cannot 
in any reſpe& callthe conſecrated Fuchariſt a Subſtance of Bread, not ſay that 
we Offer the Subſtance of Bread, and that the Subſtance of Bread is the Image of 
the Body of Feſus Chriſt. But Religion will Condeman theſe Expreſſions as 
Falſe in every Sence, and contrary to that Faith which injoyns us to believe 
the Subſtance of Bread does no longer remain. + To fay that by the Sub- 
ſtance of Bread is meant, the bare Figure and Reſemblance thereof, as the Au. 
thor of the Perpetuity does : This cannot be, for the Subſtance, and the fim- 
ple Appearance are two Terms direaly oppolite in the Language of Men ; 
and to fay the Subſtance of Bread, is as much as to ſay Real, and not barely 
Bread in Appearance. Moreover the Fathers of Conſtantinople compare this 
Subſtance of Bread, with the Humane Subſtance which Chriſt aſſumed. 45 
our Lord, lay they, took on him the Matter only, or Humane Subſtance, without 
the Perſonal Subſuftente, ſo he commanded us to Offer an Image, a choſen Matter, 
that is to ſay the Subſtance of Bread; which ſhews they took the Term of $b- 
ſtance in a proper Sence, and not for a ſimple Appearance. Jn fine, they fa) 
that as the Flumane Subſtance which Chriſt aſſumed has not the Perſonal Subſiſt- 
ence, ſo this Subſtance has not the Form or Humane Figure, which clearly ſhews 
that as by the Humane Subſtance they meant a Subjett capable of having 
perſonal Subſiſtence, ſo they likewiſe underſtood by the-Subſtance uſed inthe 
Euchariſt, a real SubjeA which may have a-Form or humane Figure, and 
conſequently a real Subſtance, capable of Repreſenting an external Form and 


Figure. 


TO fay likewiſe as Mr. Arnaud does, that this is the Language of Sence; 
which is contrary to the Judgment of Faith, is as much as it he had faid no- 
thing. For if Faith reQtified the Language of Sence, it would not ſuffer its 
Expreſſions to be Regulated by the Falſity of their Teſtimony, and- much 
leſs in a Decree of Council, whoſe Expreſſions according to Mr. Arnaud's 
Maxims, or the Church he is of, muſt ſerve for a Law to Poſterity not only 
for well Speaking, but likewiſe for well Believing. We ought then keepto 
the Language of Faith, not that of Sence, againſt which we muſt on the 
contrary Precaution our ſelves to-prevent being ſurpriz'd by it. Whea the 
Chriſtian Religion came into the World, and reform'd the Abuſes of Men, 
who believed their Idols were Gods ; She at the ſame time Correted their 
Expreſſions. She no longer ſuffered Men to ſpeak of Gods in the Plural, nor 
of ZFupiter, and Mercury, and theſe other falſe Divinities as formerly, eſpe- 
cially in the Pulpit, and Sermons, or in the Decrees of Councils. 


AS to the Example of Philoſophers, we muſt not wonder if they accorti- 
modate their Expreſſions to the Language of other Men, althoit be contra- 
Ty to their Hypotheſes. Forthey are not the Maſters of it, the neceſſity of 
making themſelves underſtood, and the fear of paſſing for Extravagants 
ſhould they affe&t a new Style, obliges them to expreſs themſelves as the 
World does, ſeeing they cannot make it unlearn their Language, and 
accuſtom it ſelf to ſpeak according to their Opinions. This ſhews their 
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Opinions did nor reign when humane Language eſtabliſhed it ſelf, and that 
moreover at this Day they,are not Popular ; but this does not ſhew 'twas the 
fame inthe Chriſtian Religion, in reſpett of the Fuchariſt, The Language 
of the Church touching this Myſtery was not found ready. made, it was form. 
ed on the Sentiments Men began to have of ir, -as ſoon as ever *twag 
Mention'd. Suppoſing then that from the firſt riſe of Chriſtianity it were 
believed the Teſtimony of our Senfes' was Falſe and Deceittul, and thar 
the Subſtance of Bread was really changed into that of the Body of Chriſt ; 
Men would have avoided ſpeaking according to Senſe, and Religion which 
was the Maſter of it, would never have ſuffer'd it. And ſo much the rather, 
( if the Suppoſition be made which I mentioned, ) it muft be neceſſarily ac- 
knowledged that this Myſtery is popular, there being none of the People but 
ought to know that the Subſtance which he receives, is not that of Bread,bur 
of the Body of Chriſt. Beſides this, there is a great deal of Difference be. 
twixt Religion and Philoſophy ; Philoſophical Opinions do not lo greatly con- 
cern the World in general, nor in particular thoſe that hold them, that Men 
ought to be ſo much troubled about common Expreſſions, how contrary ſo- 
ever they may beto thele Opinions, and lyable ro Error. No Man will be 
damned for believing a dead Body. is the material Part of Man which 
remains, that Animals are- not Automates , but real living Bodies, nor 
that Colours really in the Objes, nor for believing the Sun and Firma- 
ment move, and not the Earth. Theſe Carthelians and Coperniciens 
have not yet: aſſerted their Sentiments to be neceſſary to Salvation , 
nor obligatory on the Conſcience. $o that if the contrary Sentiments 
be erroneous, they are not believed to be {o dangerous as that humane Speech 
mult be therefore altered. But if Chriſtian Religion has propoſed Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, or the Subſtantial Preſence, -it is to be ſuppoſed ſhe has offeredit 
as an Article of Faith neceſſary tobe Believed in order to Salvation, as an Ar- 
ticle which obliges the Conſcience, and. rejected the contrary Opinion as a 
damnable Error, inconſiſtent with Salvation, and conſequently ſhe ought to 
warn Men touching the Expreſſions, and not leave to our Sences ; that is to 
ſay, to Cheats and Impoſtaors, the Power of making a Council ſay in a De- 
termination'of Faith, that we offer in the Z«chariſt a Subſtance of Bread, 


T O ſay in fine, this Council only dezoted the Matter of the Eucha- 
Tiſt, as Mr. Arnaud does, is an Unjuſtifiable Evaſion. For when we? deno- 
ted the Matter of it, by the Term of Subſtance of Bread, we conſider it before 
its Conſecration, ſuppoſing 'ris believed that by the Conlecration "tis no more 
the Subſtance of Bread, but that of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. Yet theſe 
Fathers conſidered it after the Conſecration, as appears by their whole Dil- 
courſe. Thoſe of Vice have thus obſeryed it, for they cenſure them for call- 
ing the Zuchariſt an Image after Conſecration. Now in the ſame place where- 
in thoſe of Conſtantinople call it Image, they call it likewiſe a Subſtance of 
Bread. If the Cenſure of thoſe of Vice be juſt, the Zuchariſt muſt be, ac- 
cording to the Council of Conſtantinople, an mage after Conſecration. What 
likelyhood is there Mr. Arnand (hould at this time underſtand better 
the Sence of - this Council of Conſtantinople, than the Fathers of Vice who 
had amongſt them ſeveral Biſhops that Aſſiſted at that Aſſembly, anda- 
mong(t others him who preſided over it ? But I will grant the Nicene Fa- 
thers were miſtaken, and that Mr. 4rd underſtands the Point better than 
they; yet it is certain they ought to have Cenſured the Expreſſion of Sub- 
ſtance of Bread, ſeeing they could not take it but as ſpoken of the Fucharift 


after its Conſecration. Theſe of Conſtantinople call the Euchariſt in the __ 
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Place and Period, /mage and Subſtance of Bread, They take the Name of I- 
mage, as a Quality attributed to the Zuchariſt after Conſecration. They mult 
then neceſſarily have taken the Subſtance of Bread, as an Attribute applyec 
likewiſe tothe Fucharift after the Conſecration : Yet thoſe of Vice Cenfure 
the firſt, and do not in any manner Cenfure the other ; they are Offended at 
the one, and not at the other ; which concludes as I already ſaid, that their 
Fypotheſis was- not Tranſubſtantiation. | 


T HE Biſhops of Conſtantinople comparing the Euchari? with Chrilt's na- < ,, ,. 5.6 


tural Body, ſay that as the natural Body is Holy, beins made Divine ; ſo that 
which is his Body by Inſtitution, to wit, his Image is Fly ©s 3% TwQ- «co wb 
xc2,m Fur. T Tranſlated theſe laſt Words, being made Divine by a cert ain 
Santtification of Grace, Mr. Claude, fay's Mr. Arnaud, has falſly Tranſlated 
that the Euchariſt is made Divine by a certain Sanitification of Grace. It this 
be a Fault in me, *tis the ſame with the Latin Tranſlator of the Council in 
Binins his Edition ; forhe has inſerted theſe very Words, Utpote per quan- 
dam ſanitificationem gratie ſantificats, and in the Margin, dcificata, that is to 
ſay Word for Word, 4s being Sanitifi'd ( or made Divine) by a certain Santi 
fication of Grace, Mr. Arnaud who juſtifi'd heretofore Forbeſius, laying he 
could not be juſtly accuſed for falſifying the Paſſage of Feremias the Patriarch 
of Conſtantinople, ſeeing he only followed the Tragſlation of Socolovius ; has 
he ſo ſoon changed his Mind, and forgot his own Maxim, without any other 
Reaſon, than that there it concerned Forbeſius, and here my ſelf? Was that 
which was then Unjuſt, become now Juſt and Reaſonable by the only Diffe- 
rence of Perſons ? Bur let us ſee whether it is in effeQ a Falfification. He 
lay's it ſhould be rendred, Being made Divine by a Favour intirely Gracious by 
means of a certain Conſecration, becauſe we muſt joyn 2x&247 to Fun, but 
why rather to Dream, than to «ao? Why rather Tranſlate 3*&47, 
gracious Favour, than Grace? Why rather *14xc uv Conſecratfonthan Sintti- 
fication? It is certain the Latin Interpreter could not better Tranſlate than he 
has done tiza# uri) ayfa, his Image is Holy, why is it Holy ? «45 9 mG- 
ayMacus yoo Drs pry, as being made Divine by a certain Sanitification by Grace. 
It ts Grace which SanCtifes it in making it Divine, which cannot be better 
Expreſſed in Latin than by theſe Words, Urpore per quandam ſantificationer 
gratie deificeta,, And in Engliſh, As being made Divine by a Sanitification of 
Grace. It appears that this is the Sence of this Council by the Words which 
immediately follow after, For this is what our Lord deſizn'd to do, that as by 
Virtue of the Union he has made Divine the Fleſh be took,by a Sandtification which 
is naturally proper to him, ſo he would have the Fuchariſtica! Bread ( as being the 
true Image of bis Fleſh ) be made a Divine Body by the coming of the Holy Spi- 
rit, the Oblation being by means of the Prieſt Transferred from 4 common Eſtate, 
to a State of Flolyneſs: And therefore as the natural Fliſh of Chriſt indued with 
a rational Soul, was anointed by the Holy Spirit, being united to the Divinity ; 
ſo his Image, to wit, the Divine Bread is repleniſhed with the Holy Spirit, Ir is 
clear that they oppoſe the SanQtification which the natural Fleſh of Chriſt has 
received by Virtue of the Hypoſtatical Union, to the SanCtification which 
his Image receives by the coming of the Holy Spirit. There, fay they, the 
natural Fleſh was Anointed with the Holy Spirit : Here his Image, to wit, 
the Bread is filled with the Holy Spirit. The Queſtion then is concerning a 
SanQification which the Bread receives in quality of the Image of our Lord's 
natural Fle(h, and this SanCtification is the Grace of the Holy Spirit where- 
with the Bread is filled. The Santification which the natural Fleſh has re- 


ceived, is not a Conſecration which has changed the Subſtance of it into ano- 
ther ; 
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another,but an inherent SanQtification which letting the Humane Nature ſub- 
ſit, has made it become a Source of Grace ; the SanCtification likewile which 
the Bread receives, is not a Conſecration which changes its Subſtance into 
that of another, but an inherent SanQification in the Bread, which letting 
the Bread ſubſiſt makes it full of the Holy Spirit. We could not then better 
Tranſlate 3 mvG- «Aacuo zee: Srsmern, than by thele Words, being made 
Divine by a certain Sanitification of Grace.It will be to no purpoſe for Mr. Ar. 
zand to wrangle about theſe Words,7 be Oblation being Transferred from a com 
mon Stategto a State of Holyneſs, Tov #owvs Tecs T2 «mor as if they were to be 
Rendred, from a common State, to a State of Conſecration ; for here the Matter 
is touching a SanQtification, which is the Image of that which the natural 
Fleſh has received. We muſt then Tranſlate, tv a Holy State, or to a State of 
Holineſs. And the Latin Interpreter of the Council, who had not thoſe par. 
ticular Intereſts to maintain as Mr. Arzaud has, has faithfully turn'd it ; Oblatz- 
onem ae communi ſeparans, ad Sandtificationem pertingere facit. 
Oo 


I am ſorry I have been forced to entertain the'Reader wich theſe gramma- 
tical Niceties, which I ſuppoſe cannot be very pleaſing ; bot beſides that Mr. 
Arnaud having charged me with a Falſification, I was obliged to juſtify my- 
ſelf: There will redound hence this Advantage, to wit, that the Sence of this 
Council will more plainly appear, and the ſolid Advantages we draw thence, 
They make two Bodies of Chriſt, the one his natural Bodypth'other his Body 
by Inſtitution; the one is his natural Fleſh,th'other is the Image of his natural 
Fleſh ; the one a humane Subſtance, th'other a choſen Matter, namely the 
Subſtance of Bread ; the one is Holy by a SanQification which is naturally pe- 
culiar unto it, the other is raiſed from acommon State to a State of Holyneſs ; 
the one is the natural Fleſh of Chrift anointed by the Holy Spirit, the other 
is Bread indued with the Holy Spirit. There is not any thing in all this that 
can agree with Mr. Arnand's Conceptions. 


NO more then is there inthe Fathers calling the Fuchariſt, *not 4 deceitful 
tmage of Chriſt”s Fleſh,in oppoſition to the Images which they called Deceittul. 
To underſtand rightly their Sence, we muſt ſuppoſe with Mr. Arnaud that 
they ſaid the Images of their Adverſaries were deceitful, either becauſe they 
repreſented the Humanity ſeparated from the Divinity; and ſubſiſting by it 
ſelf, / if it were ſaid they were only Images of the Humanity, they leaned 
tothe Error of the Veſforians) or becauſe they repreſented the Divinity Con- 
fuſed and indiſtin& from the Humanity, if it were ſaid they expreſſed our 
Saviour intire, thus they led to the Error of the Zutychiens who con- 
founded the two Natures, So far Mr. Arnaud is not miſtaken ; but he has 
not been ſo happy in Diſcovering how they underſtood the Euchariſt was not 
a deceitful Image. For it is certain that in reſpeCt of the Error of /V:ſtorins 
their Sence is, that asthe humane Subſtance in our Saviour had no perſonal 
Subliſtance, ſo likewiſe his Image, to wit, the Subſtance of Bread, has not 
the Form and humane Figure of it, altho it ſeems that an Image ſhould have 
them : So that by this it repreſented the humane Nature not as a Perſon, but 
as a Nature bereav'd of its Perſonality, and thus it differed from the Error of 
the Neſtorians : Which is what they Expreſs in theſe Terms ; &s 0%r Lord 
took on him the Matter only or humane Subſtancegvithout the perſonal Subſiſtance, 
fo he has commanded us to offer an I1maze, a choſen Matter, that is to ſay the Sub- 
ſtance of Bread, not having the Form or humane Figure. And in reſpect of 
the Error of the Eutychiens they would have, that as the Body of Chriſt was 


not Aboliſhed, nor Confounded with the Divinity, but SanRificd _— 
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Divine by means of the hypoſtatical Unicn ; ſo the Bread is Sanftifizd and 
Deified by the Holy Spirit : Which is what they exprefled by theſe Terms, 
Hs by Virtne of the Union our Saviour deified the Fleſh be took by a Sanitification, 
which is naturally proper to him ; fo likewiſe he would have the Bread in the Eu- 
chariſt, as being not the deceitful Image of his natural Fleſh, to be mad: 4 
Divine Body by the coming of the Holy Spirit, the Oblation being by means of 
the Prieſt transferred from a common State, to a State of Holynefs. Now this 
does neceſſarily ſuppoſe that the Subſtance of Bread Subſilts, to repreſent a- 
gainlt Zutychus the Subſtance of the humane Nature in the hypoſtatical Uni- 


on. Moreover this is not one of my metaphyſical Speculations, as Mr. Ar- P. 669. 


nand is pleaſed to expreſs himſelf; it is the Dottrine of che Fathers, and eſpe- 
cially of thoſe who diſputed againſt Zutychns, and I expreſly obſerved it, ha- 
ving for this effe& cited ZFuftin Martyr, Theodoret, Gelaſins, and Ephraim of 
Antioch. But Mr. Arnand has thought good in relating my Words to cut off 
this Clauſe, for fear the Readers ſhould fee that the Sence I attnbuted to the 
Fathers of Conſtantinople, and which he is pleaſed to call a meraphyſical 
Speculation of Mr. Claude, is ineffeft, a DoQtrine commonly received in the 
Greek Church. 


I'drew Advantage from the Council's ſaying that our Saviour choſe a Mat- 
ter which does not repreſent any humane Shape, leſt Idolatry ſhould be thereby 
Zntroduced : And pretended that in whatſoever ſort theſe Words were Under- 
ſtood, they were Inconſiftent with the Belief of the real Preſence. Mr: Ar- 


zand Anſwers that this Paſſage is capable of three Sences. The Firſt, That 15%. 7. c. 7. 
God would not let the Euchariſt have a humane Shape, leſt it ſhould be adored, F+ 79% 707+ 


The 2d. That he would not ſuffer the Euchariſt to have « humane Form, leſt 
Men ſhould commit Tdolatry in Adorins it under this humane Figure, altho 
it be no Jdolatry to Worſhip it under the Figure of Bread. The 3d. That he 
would not let the Euchariſt have a humane Form, leſt the due Worſhip which 
wowld be given it under this humane Figure, ſhould carry Men forth to Adore F- 
mages of Hood and Stone, which being not our Saviour as the Euchariſt is, could 
not be Worſhiped without 1dolatry. The firſt, adds he, of theſe Sences is that 
which the Calviniſts give to the Words of the Iconocialtes. The 2, [5 aridicu- 
lous Sence, and that which never any Perſon yet Imagined. The 3d. [5 the 
Sence which the Catholicks give them. Hereupon Mr. Claude to eſtabliſh his firſt 
Sence, Declames at large againſt the 2d. which is not a Sence, but an abſurd [. 
magination which he has form'd. 


H A-D Mr. Arnaud ſincerely related all that I ſaid on this Subje&t, and not 
maim'd my Diſcourſe, and produced but ſome part thereof disjoynted from 
the reſt, that he mightturan itinto a wrong Sence: It would have been ealily 
perceived that I offered theſe two laſt Sences, and ſhewed that both of %tm 
were Inconſiſtent, with the Suppoſition of the ſubſtantial Preſence. That 1 
afterwards eſtabliſhed the true Sence of theſe Words, in ſuppoling the Z#- 
chariſt tobe an Image really diſtin from our Lord's Body. - I neither attri- 
buted to the Author of the Perpernity, nor to any body elſe any Sence. I only 
propoſed the two which might be given to theſe Words upon ſuppoſal of the 
real Preſence, and ſhewed that neither of them were juſtihable. I am not 
at all troubled at Mr. Arnaud's calling the Second an abſurd Imagination , 1 
hold it tobe ſoas well as he, and as ſuch I have refated it. But the Laſt is no 
leſs abſurd than the Second : For the due Worſhip which would be given to 
the Fucharift, if it had a humane Shape, would not induce Men to the Wor- 
ſhipping of Images of Wood and Stone. The Difference, would be appa- 
L7 rent, 
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rent, for the Euchariſt would be the Bcdy of Chriſt, the Image of Wood nor 
{o: The Adoration of the Euchariſt wouid not be then grounded on the hu- 
mane Shape or Figure, but on the ſubſtantial Preſence of Chriſt's Body. 
Moreover what can be more Ridiculous than the Opinion which Mr. 4rna»d 
Imputes to theſe People, which is, that our Saviour would have propoſed his 
Body really in the £acharift, clothed with another humane Figure than his 
own natural Form : Otherwiſe, {ay's he, it would not be an Image, but our Savi- 
onr himſelf without any Fail, It 1s true, butthis ſhould make him compre- 
hend that they underſtood the Euchariſt was not the proper Subltance ot this 
Body, but an Image which is of another Subſtance than its Original. Fora 
Man cannot be guilty of a greater Abſurdity than to imagine our Saviour's 
Body is really in the Euchariſt in a humane Shape,not his own; but a borroy-- 
ed one. Theſe kind of Imaginations reſide not in the Minds of reaſonable 
People. But ſuppoſing this was their Sence, how could they ſay that our 
Saviour would not take upon him any other humane Shape than his own to 
prevent Idolatry ? Might not their Adverſaries tell them on the contrary that 
this very Conſideration ought to prevail on usthe more to make Images ? For 
the Original of our Saviour's Body, in whatſoever State it is, takes Men off 
from Images, bur it would carry them further off from them if it had a hu- 
mane Figure, whatſoever it were, for this is what our Eyes ſeek in Images, 
and if they found this Figure joyned with the Original, they need not ſearch 
it elſewhere. I confeſs that the Original Speaking, Moving it ſelf, and AQt- 
ing under its own proper Figure, would better produce this EffeQ ; but this 
does not hinder but that it may produce it likewiſe, having a ſimple borrow- 
ed Figure, without Speech and AQtion, ſeeing that allo Images have neither 
Speech nor Action, and that the Figure they have is no leſs a borrowed Fi- 

ure, than that which the F#chariſt would have. Iris certain that this ſen- 

ual Devotion which ſeeks after Repreſentations, and viſible Lineaments, 
would be more ſatisfied in beholding a humane Shape whatſoeyer it were, 
applyed on the Original it ſelf, than to behold one repreſented on Cloth, or 
the Walls of a Houſe. Ir muſt then be acknowledged that the true Sence 
of this Council ſuppoſes the #uchariſt to be an Image really diſtin&t from 
the Body of Chriſt, and that our Saviour has choſen for this a Matter, or a 
Subſtance which has not a humane Figure, left this Reſemblance ſhould 
carry Men forth to render to the Image that which is only due to the Origi- 
nal, and to make others like it, of other matters, to Adore them. Whoſoever 
ſhall compare my Expoſition with that of Mr. 4r2aud, will ſoon acknowledg 
that mine is Natural, Free, and according to good Sence, whereas his is For- 
ced and Violent, and imputes to Perſons ſuch a kind of Arguing as is abſurd 
and groundleſs. 


BU 7, ſay's Mr. Arnaud, the Iconoclaſtes Adored the Euchariſt with 4 /0- 
vereign Adoration : For Stephen the 7ounger ſaid to Conſtantin Copronymus, 
Do not you deſign likewiſe to caſt out of the Church the Antitypes of the Boay and 
Blood of Chriſt, ſeeing they contain the true Image of them, and we Aiore and 
Kiſs them, andare Sanitified by receiving them? Stephen proves the /orſbip 
of Images by « Principle common to the Iconoclaſtes. Now according to them, all 
Horſbip rendred to Images is a real Adoration, and is due to God only, and con- 
ſequently they gave to the Euchariſt 4 Horſbip which they ſuppoſed due only to 
God. 


BUT could not Mr. Arnavd foreſee, that we may argue exaGitly contrary, 


and ſay Stephen proves the relative Adoration of Images by that of _ = 
CDAYTH : 
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cheriſt. Neither of them then gave the Zuchari# any other than a relative 
Adoration, and conſequently they neither of them believed, that it was the 
Body of Chrilt in proper Subſtance. But, fay's he, the Iconoclaſtes acknow- 


quently they gave the Euchariſt « Worſhip which they ſuppoſed due only to God, 
There cannot be a weaker Argument; Stephen does not only prove the rela- 
tive Adoration of Images, by the Example of that which is given the Z«- 
chariſt, butlikewile by the Example of that which is given to the Croſs, Sa- 
cred Veſtments and Veſſels. If Mr. Arnaud's Conſequence be good, we 
muſt ſay likewiſe that the Zconoc/aftes rendred to all theſe things a Worſhip 
which they acknowledged to be only due to God alone, which 1s not eaſy to 
believe. It muſt then be neceſſarily acknowledged either that the /conoclaftes 
rejected not abſolutely the diftintion of the two Adorations ; the one Ab- 
folute, and the other Relative, or that they acknowledged not the Ho- 
nour given to the Croſs, Sacred Veſtments, and the Zucharif, was areal 
Adoration, and there is a greater likelyhood in the laſt, than inthe other. So 
that Stephen proves well the relative Adoration of Images, by the relative 
Adoration of the Zuchariſt, and other ſacred things; but this is not by a 
Principle common to the 7conoclaſtes and their Adverſaries, but- only by ex- 
ternal Ceremonies which were common to them both, and which were va- 
rioully expounded by both Parties. 


CHAP. XI, 


Several Circumſtances relating to the ſecond Council of Nice, Examined, 


worth our Enquiry, whether this Council was called and held in 

a regular manner; and whether its Conduct was ſo fincere, that 

there could be no Fault found with it. I grant'it was afſembled in 
the Year 7 87. ten Yearsafter Stephen Stylytws's Death, if we refer our ſelves 
to the anonymous Author who wrote the Life of this Stephex; and do 
thereby acknowledg that according to the beſt Chronology it cannot be 
ſaid, 7hat after Epiphanus had cenfured in the Council of Nice the Terms 
of Figure and Image ; Stephen Stylite notwithſtanding ſaid, will you caſt out of 
the Church the Figures of the Body and Blood of Chriſt ? Altho Mr. Blonde, 
( whom every body knows was very skilful in theſe Matters of Chronology ) 
computed Stephen's Death to have hapned ten Years after this Council of Vice 
was held : Howſoever Mr. 4rzaud knows very well that the Bill Fpiphanus 
read, was not written before this Council was held, that it could not be ſeen 
by Stephez, and that the Clauſe therein touching the Rejection of the Term 
of Image in reference to the Fuchariſt, was not taken out of Damaſcen's 
Writings, who was Stephen's Contemporary , and a Patron of Images as 
well as he. Whence it follows that althothe Writing which was read in the 
Council condemned the Ufſe of this Term, yet Sephex ( who was engaged 
in the ſame Afﬀair as the Author of this Writing ) made uſe of it z which 


ſhews that this DoArine, that the Euchariſt is not an Image or Figure, was 
L% 2 , neither 


H AVING thus cleared the Sence of the Council of Vice, it's ſcarce 


ledged but one only Adoration, which is, that which is due to God alone, and conſe- ——_ 
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neither the Do&rine of the whole Greek Church,nor even that of the whole 
oppdlite Party to the Council of Conſtantinople. Now this is the Subſtance 
of what I had to ſay, and to which Mr, Arnaud was bound to make re- 


ply. 


I N effett it has not been Stephen only who made uſe of the Term of F;. 
2ure, and believed it to be not Inconſiſtent with the Doctrine of the Greek 
Church in reference to the ZFuchari/t ; Balſamon who lived in the twelfth 
Century did the {ame likewiſe. Zhe thirty ſecond Canon, lay's he, of th: 
Council called is Trallo Injoyns the unkloody Sacrifice, be made with Bread 11d 
Hine rungled with Hater , becauſe the Bread is the Figure of Chriſts Body, 
and the Wine the Figure of his Blaod. Audrew of Crete, as Goar Reports, 
ſcrupled not tq lay, That our Sawiour is Immolated in the Symbols which are the 
Figures of him ; Ingo gvel py @- tv olrru mais ovubonos, And WNicetas Petteoras- 
ts writing againſt the Zatins jn the eleventh Century, likewiſe ſaid, 7%s 
eat the Azyme of the Jews as a Fignre of our Loras true and livin Fleſh ; 
And again, f i you ſay the Apoſtles received ap Azyme from our Lord, and 
delivered it to you as 4 Figure of our Lord's Boay, to be the Myitery of the new 
Teſtament, &Cc. 


BUT toreturn to the Council of Vzce, it is granted "twas 7araſis who 
( before he accepted of the See of Conſtantinople, ) obtained a Promiſe from 
the Empreſs exe that there ſhould be a Council called ; but this does not 
hinder but it may be {aid, 7has he was mot ſetled in this See till he bad obtain- 
ed from Irene the Convocation of this Synod. But whether it was at his Re- 
queſt or not, that Zee did it,it little, matters ; for it is ſtill certain they were 
agreed in it ; and this Condition on 'which he is ſaid to accept of that See, 
ſhews only that he was far engaged to maintain the Cauſe of Images, and 
already became a Party, Mr. rad cannot deny that 7 araſws had already 
declared himſelf in the Letter he wrote to Pope Adrian. Neithercag he a- 
ny more deny the Pope anſwered him he would not conſent to his Ele&ion 
to the Patriarchate, unleſs he Re.eſtabliſhed the Worſhip of Images. All 
this is exprefly contained in Aarian's Letters, and thence may juſtly be con- 
cludedthat this Perſon was not at his own Liberty when he preſided in this 
Council, and could at: fartheſt be conſidered only as the Head of a Party, 
which was at that time the (trongeſt, as being upheld by the Empreſs 7rexe, 
and her. chief Miniſter S$auracivs. Now this by good right makes void 
whatſoever 7araſ#s did afterwards. 


MR. Arnaud cannot deny but that the two Monks 7homas, and Zobn, 
whom the Council ever called The Ficars, or Repreſentatives of the Apoſtoli- 
cal Sees inthe Faſt, were ſent by ſome Hermit of Paleftize, and not by the 
Patriarchs of Antiech, Alexandria, and Feruſalem, nor by the Conſent of the 
Patriarchal, or other Churches. Whence it appears this Council could not 
rightly call it ſelf Uniyerſal, nor be preferred above that of Conſtantinople, 
altho {lo eſteemed by the Author of the Perpetuity, who tells us as a conlide- 
Table Matter, that all che Patriarchs were there preſent. 


T7 was, lay's Mr. Arnaud , 4 mere Favour of the Council towards them, to 
give them the Place of the Patriarchs. If it were a mere Favour ofthe Coun- 
cil, then the Preſence of theſe Men ought not to be made a Ground for the 
calling this an ecumenical Council; and by this means to give it the greater 
Authgray. The Author then of the Perpetuity had no reaſon 10 _ ro 
proclame, 
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proclame, that all the Patriarchs were prefentatit. For it is Abſurd to pre- 
cend the Patriarchs affiſted at it, under Pretence there was given by were Fa- 
vour the Place of Patriarchs to two Religious, who had neither Order nor 


Miſſion from theſe Patriarchs, Zu this Favour , | adds Mr. Arrieud; was **+ 


granted on good Grounds, ſeeing uo Perſons could better ſupply this Place, than 
thoſe that were competent Hitneſſes of their Sentiments, and were the Bearers 
of their Synodical Letters. Butto keep in a Council the Rank of Patriarchs, 
itis not ſufficient for Perſons to be Witneffes of their Sentiments, nor Car- 
ryers of their Synodical Letters, which. the Patriarchs wrote to one another, 
they muſt be their Depuries ſent expreſly for this ;' and *tis to no purpoſe to 
ſay no Perſons could better hold this Rank than they, for no body abſolutely 
could hold it,neither they nor others, ſeeing they were no Deputies ;--to grant 
a Favourto People on theſe flight Grounds, to take afterwards upon-'em the 
Title of ecumenical Council, and to boaſt of the Preſence of the Patriarchs, 
this was not ſo much to Favour them, as to Impoſe upon us. _\. 


TAR ASUS the Patriarch of Conſtantinople ſent Depuries towards the 
others Patriarchs,burt theſe Deputics returned without executing their Com- 
miffion, becauſe they ſaw the Danger they were in from their Voyage. /# 


is falſe, ſay's Mr. Arnaud, that the Conſideration of their own Danger was the ®: 716: 


Cauſe of theſe Deputies Return, for they on the contrary proteſted they were ready 
roventure their Lives to acquit themſelves of their Charge, and were only deter- 
red upon the account *twas repreſented to them, they expeſed the whole Church to 
Danger : But Mr. Armaxd falls into a Paſhon without any Occaſion. - He was 
never yet told as I know of, that the fear of - their owa perſonal Danger occa- 


fioned their Return: But only, 7hey underſtood it was not (afe for them to aguerty the 
Travel to and fro tothe Patriarchs of Antioch «nd Alexandria, becauſe of the 24. Treat. of 
Suſpicion which Aron the Sarracen King, who governed almoſt the whole Faſt, *he Perp. 3.p. 


would conceive at their Yoyage, which put them upon the Reſolution of Return. © 


ing. The Hermits Letters of Pa/eſtine contain that the Deputies, /Fere wil- 
ling to venture their Perſons ; but it being ſhewed them that in hazarding their 
Lives, they endangered likewiſe the Peace of the Church, they defiſted for this 
Reaſon. Itis then certain that the Danger which made them reſolve upon 
returaing, reſpeRted their Perfons, which is preciſely what I ſaid. Whether 
this was for Fear, or out of reſpe&t of the Trouble which might thereby 
happen tothe Church, I did not affirm; and therefore Mr. Arzaud had no 
reaſon to charge me with Falſity. 


4 * 


TT is falſe, fay*s heagain, that being reſolved to return they aſſembled theſe nia, c. 8. 
Religious, ſeeing ou the contrary theſe Religious who were gathered together per- p. 716- 


ſwaded them to return : This is ſtill wrangling about a Trifle. When we per- 
uled this Relation, we were not {o curious to inquire whether their ta- 
tion to return preceded the Aſſembly, or whether it was the Aﬀembly that 
adviſed them tojr. The Letters Inform us, that they immediately met with 
two of their old Friends, to whom they diſcovered themſelves, that thoſe 
Friends joyfully Received them ; But Concealed em for fear of the Fnemies of 
the Croſs, that being diſcreet they would not make known their Arrival, nor 
Counſel them to perform the Voyage they had urdertaken. So that here [ 
think is the Defign of their Return half Reſolved upon, thro the Perlwa- 
lion of theſe two Friends. 


TT is falſe, ſay's Mr. Arnaud, that they aſſembled theſe Religious after 1:;4. 


they under food the Danzer there was in going to Antioch, aud Alexandria ; ſee- 
7g 
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ing it was from theſe Religious that they underflood it. The Care their Friends 
took in immediately concealing them for fear of the Enemies of the Croſs, 
not daring to traſt any Body with the News of their Arrival, nor to afli 
them in their Voyage, ſufficiently convinced them of their Danger in going 
farther. Now this is ſet down 1n the Religiouſe's Letters as a matter which 
preceded their Afſembly. 


TT ir falſe, fay's Mr. Arnaud again, that theſe Religious were but five or 
fox in number. This is a filly Fancy of My. Claude : For there was agreat number 
of. Religious then in Paleſtine, 'and therefore I ſee no reaſon why there ſhould be no 
more than five or ſix aſſembled upon'an Affair of ſo great Importance. But 
this is not: fo ſilly neither : For ſeeing the two Friends we now mentioned, 
were forced to hide the _—_—_ for fear of the Infidels, *tis very likely they 
called no great Aſſembly tor this Aﬀair, how.important ſoever it was. The 
Letter of the Religious jnforms us that theſe two Friends having ſecured the 
Deputies, haſtned to the Religious, whom they ſecretly aſſembled, and Swore 
them firſt to keep ſecret the Affair they had to communicate to them. This I think 
ſufficiently ſhews that the Aſſembly was but fmall, and could not exceed 
the number of five or ſix ; for a numerous Aſſembly would not well agree 
with this great Fear and Secret. 


THE Fpithets of Idiots, and Perſons of no Experience, which it pleaſes 
Mr. Claude to give them, adds Mr. Arnaud, have not any Foundation but in his 
oj Paſſion ; And this it is to be angry when a Man Writes. The Letter 
of the Religious afſembled, tells us expreſly, that having caſt their Eyes on 
Fohn, and Thomas, todepute them to the Council, they ingenuouſly anſ{we. 
red, And how can we who are diots, and Perſons void of Experience, /anorant, 
and Unable to mannage ſuch an Aﬀair. "1am xo &yan ors wy veg Th vot- 
-Denv doXvos x, jo Fs toilets, which the Latin Interpreter has well rendred, 
Haiote & inexpertes, & ad tantam canſam infirmi & indoiti: How can we un- 
dertake this Buſineſs which we are not able to mannage ? To which the others 
anſwered, not that *twas their Humility which made 'em thus expreſs them- 
ſelves ; but, 7hat our Zord made uſe of unlearned and mean Perſons for the 
Reforming of the whole World, giving them Utterance, and manifeſting his 
Strength in their Weakneſs. Now what Unjuſtice and Raſhneſs have I been 
guilty of, in uſing the very Expreſſions of a Letter inſerted amongſt the 
AQs of a Council? Neither can Mr. Arnaud ſay theſe Monks ſpake thus 
only in mere Modeſty, and that their Words are not to be taken in a ſtrict 
Sence. For beſides that the Modeſty of learned Men does never proceed to 
this Exceſs, as to call themſelves Ignorant and Unskilful Perſons : *tis to be 
conſidered the other Religious did not gainſay but that they were really ſuch 
as they termed themſelves : They Anſwer that God will manifeſt his Power 
by their Weakneſs. Isit then Raſhneſs and Injuſtice in me to ſpeak according 
to the Expreſſions of this Letter ? Mr. Arnaud certainly might have found 
better Employment, than to fill up a whole Chapter with theſe Trifles, and 
to make ſuch a pudder about them. 


H E ought likewiſe to ſhew greater Sincerity than he has done, in un- 
dertaking to Juſtify :the Tranſlation of. a Paſſage out of the Life of Zuke 
the Anachorite, related by the Author of the Perpetuity in theſe Words, 
Stretching out a linnen Cloath, you muſt put the Sacred Particles therein, ana 
burning Incenſe, ſing Pſalms, which Relate to, and Repreſent this Myſtery, or 
elſe the Canticle uſually called Triſagion , together with the Apoſiles C reed, 
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and WORSHIPING it thrice with bended Knees, and Hanas lift up, 
you ſball take in your Mouth the Sacred Body of Jefws Chriſt our God, Icom- 
plained that this /Yorſbipin? it written in great Characters, was an Additi- 
on tothe Greek Text, which only ſay's thus; 4d bowing thrice the Ante, xtyercoche 
and Joyning your Fans, you [ball take, &Cc. Katt T ©15 Tv Jovy KAIVHLG TX jay _ Treat. of 
piegs mgrNile wenefile, Oc. Mr. Arnand Juſtifies this Tranſlation, and firſt A 
he ſay's, 7hat Mr. Claude may as well Reproach Bollandus, and Peter Come © 
betis, who firſt T1 ranſlated the Greek Hords, which ſignify no more literally than 

bending the Knee, by theſe, Trinaque genuflexione adorans. To whom Mr. 

Arnaud may likewiſe add A!latize his great Author ; for he allo Tranſlates 

Trinaque genuum flexione adorans : But neither do Bollandus, nor Combefis,nor ,y, ;. » 
Allatins, excuſe the Aurhor of the Perperwity. He ought not to aſſert any Jendi; a4 1i6. 
thing ina matter of this Importance, withouta careful Examination of it,for 4c P:rp-: conſ: 
*tis notthe Examples of others that will excuſe ſuch kind of Faults as theſe. 

Moreover there is a conſiderable Difference between the Tranſlation of Bo!- 

{andus, Combefis, and Allatins, and that of the Author of the Perpetuity. They 

Tranſlate, 7rinaque genuflexione adorans : This adorans is an Addition to the 

Letter, and an Explication of what may be pretended the gen»flexion ſignifies; 

but *tis not a ſpoyling of the Sence, for 'tis certain that in this Occaſion the 

genuflexion isan Adoration. Mr. Arzaud needed not Expatiate in long Dit- 
courfes and DiſtinCtians to prove it ; We grant it. All that caq be faid in 
this Reſpett is, that Bollandus, Combrfis, and Allatius, have rather performed 
the Office of Paraphraſtiſts, than that of Tranſlators. The Paraphraftiſts do 
not only Explain the Terms, but the Matters Repreſented by them : They 
inlarge upon Matters, and when two Notions are joyned together by any 
Dependance, they paſs calily from one to the other ; this is allowable in 
them. But Tranſlators muſt be more exaQ, they muſt faithfully render the 
Expreſſions as much as the Idiom of the Language they Tranſlate in will per- 
mit them. They ought eſpecially to keep tothe firſt Sence and Notion which 
the Letter gives them, and never take the Liberty to paſs over from one 
Sence to another, or from one Idea to another, whatſoever Coherence and 
Dependence there may ſeem to be betwixt them: For this 1s not permitted 
them. A Paraphraſtiſt may for Inſtance very well ſay on our Saviour's 
Words to Fudus : Doſt thou betray the Son of Man with a Kiſs, in doing him 
Homage, and ſhewins him Reſpet# and Friendſhip. This does explain that 
which the Kiſs given to our Saviour does naturally Signify, and a Man paſles 
thus from one Idea to another. But ſhould a Tranſlator ptetend to this Li- 
berty, it would be juſtly denyed him. A Paraphraſtiſt may make our Lord 
lay, 7 am the Spiritual and Myſtical Light of the Horld inlightning others. 
A Tranſlator cannot ; for altho this be the true Sence of the Word Zight, yer 
*tis a ſecond -and explicatory Sence, which is not exattly rhe firſt Notion 
which the Letter gives. We muſt ſay the ſame chat when Bo!lendes, Com- 
befis, and Allatins have Tranſlaged, 7rinaque genunm flexione adorans : They 
were Paraphraſtiſts, not Tranſlators, and kept not the CharaQter they took 
upon them : They cannot be excuſed by ſaying as Mr. Arnaud does, that ge+ 
nuflexion in a Matter of Religion is an Att of Adoration. For altho this be 
true, this is not the firſt Idea which the Letter of the Greek Text gives; 
Te To yew Aves if rightly rendred, ſignifies no more than,cer gews Fledens. 
Adorans ought not to be added thereunto, this is Expounding,and not Tranfla- 
ting, this is paſſing from one Conception to another, which is not a Tranfla- 
tor's Buſineſs, and ſo much the rather, in that there was no Neceſſity to 
make this A&cdition, the Latin very well bearing that we ſhould ſay ter genw 
fleens. 1t is tons purpole for Mr. Arzand to fay (as he does) that w_ 
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fis, has done no more than the Fvangeliſts did : For as to St. Luke's ſaying, 


G 9+ fe 724. This the leprous Perſon yr flat on his Face before our Saviour Chriſt: And St, 


Mark, That he kneeled down: And St, Matthew, 7 hat he worſhiped him. Mr, 
Arnaud here Impoles on us as he is wont : St Mark, and St. Matthew were 
not Tranſlators of St. Zuke, The Evangeliſts are cach of *em Authors of their 
own Goſpel, and there is a great deal of Difference betwixt ſpeaking as an 
Author, and asa Tranſlator. Had the Tranſlation of AZons rendred theſe 
Words of St. Zuke, kneeled down, or worſhiped him, inſtead of falling on the 
Ground, it might be juſtly blamed ; and that Man ill underſtands the Rules 
of Tranſlation, who allows in himſelf or others this Liberty. 


SO far concerning Bollandns, Combefis, and Allatins : But the Author of 
the Perpetuity did not think good toſtop here : Beſides the Addition of an Ex- 
preſſion which is not in the Greek Text, he has proceeded to the altering the 
Sence in determining it. For he Tranſlates, Fad ORSHIPING # 
in bending thrice the Knee, and with folded Hands, you ſhall receive into your 
Mouth the Sacred Body of Feſus Chriſt our God, He has written this Word 
Horſhiping in great Charatters, toſhew that thereon depends the Deciſion 
of the Queſtion, as referring it ſelf to the Body of Chriſt which we receive 
into our Mouths ; that is to ſay, to the Sacrament it ſelf. Th'others left it at 
the Readers Liberty to refer this Adoration to God, or our Saviour in Hea- 
ven: Butthe Author of the Perpernity judged not this ſufficient, and there- 
fore would have it only relate to the Euchariſf, Now this isan inexcuſable 
Depravation: For what Right has this Author to add an Expreſſion, and de- 
termine moreover the Sence of it, by an Article which hinders us from un- 
derſtanding it any otherwiſe than he pleaſes. Is it fairly done of a Tranila- 
tor whocites a Paſſage in a Diſpute to deal thus. 7+ is apparent, fay's Mr. Ar- 
naud, that in this Paſſage theſe Gennuflextons refer themſelves to our Saviour 
Chrift : Which I deny, if by the Body of Chriſt he means the Sacrament; 
ms Mr. Arnaud can ſay, it is Apparent, it is Clear, or it is Falſe, the 

atter is decided, he has done enough. But why is this apparent? Is not 
there more likelyhood on the contrary that theſe three Genuflexions reſpe& 
the three Perſons of the Trinity, to whom is ſung the Zriſagion? This Av. 
ſwer is, again ſay's he, Ridiculous 5 why Ridiculous? Becauſe, fay's he, that 
ſinging of Pſalms, or of the __ rehearſing the Creed, and folding the 
Hanas, are ſeveral Parts of the whole Ceremony injoyned by the Biſhop, all of 
which reſpet# the Bleſſed Sacrament, and ſerve as a Preparation for its Reception, 
and not to one another. It is true they all reſpe& the Celebration of the Sacra- 
mental Aion, and ſerve for a Preparation to the Communion ; but that 
they all refer themſelves to the Sacrament, that is to ſay, to the ObjeQt which 
is preſent before our Eyes, as ſo many marksof Reverence given to it ; this 
cannot be truly ſaid, for the __ is adreſſed to the Holy Trinity,and not 
to the Sacrament. What alſo hinders but that the three Genuflexions may 
be made in Honour of the three Perſons ? Thoſe that know the Temper ofthe 
Greeks, need not be told what great Lovers of Myſteries they are in all things, 
as Combeſis does ſomewhere obſerve ; Greci, ſay's he, ſunt valde myſtici ; it 
15 then very likely that the number of three in their Kneelings has yr 
cal Reaſon and refers it ſelf to three Perſons. But ſay's Mr. Arnaud, 47 7s not 
neceſſary to ſing always the Triſagion, and when *rwas not. ſung, yet the three Ge- 
nuflexions were made. 1grant it, the three Genuflexions then were not made 
to God the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt ; this Concluſion is not good : Could 
they not think of the Trinity nor Worſbip it,but they muſt ſing the 7r1/agt0». 
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M R: Claude, fay's Mr. Arnaud, muſt prove that theſe Terms of the Body of 
Feſus Chriſt, do not ſignify the true Body of Chriſt, before he can juſtly blame 
this Tranſlation as Falſe. Did ever any Man bzhold a more unreaſonable Pre- 
tenſion ? The Author of the Perperuity ſhall bring in his Prejudication into 
his Tranſlations, and add untothem what he pleaſes ; and having thus ac- 
commodated them to his Sence, he may give *em me for good and ſubſtanti- 
al Proofs, and I muſt not have the Liberry to charge his Tranſlations with 
Falſity, till I have ſhowed his Prejudications to be Falſe. Is there the leaſt 
Dram of Equity in this? After this rate Mr. 4r2aud may Tranſlate thus the 
Words of Chrilt, 7his:1s my Body in proper Subſtance , For this Tranllation is 
. agreeable to his Prejudication, he may alledg them to me in this Form asa 
g00d andexcellent Proof; and if I rell him his Tranſlation is Falfe, and that 
*tis not thus in the Original, he may maintainagaintt me that I have not the 
Liberty to charge his Tranſlation as Falle, till ſuch time asI have proved that 
the Term of Body, does not ſignify the Body in proper Subſtance : And the 
Laws of Controverſie being as well tor the Benefit of the one Party, as the 
other ; I will render the ſame Words, 7his Bread is the ſizn of my Boay;, 
and producing my Tranſlation as an:expreſs Proof of my Sentiment, I will 
likewiſetell him that he muſt not Accule my Tranſlation as Falle, till he has 
proved that by the Term of Body, when the Queſtion concerns the Sacra- 
ment, we muſt not underſtand the Sign of Chrift's Body. 


BltT7, adds he, as this is an unjuſtifyable Pretenſion ( to wit, the Preten- 
ſion that the Term of Body does not fignify the true Body ) and is particn- 
larly confuted by all the Greeks of our time, in ſuppoſing the /Voras of our Savi- 
our Chriſt ſignify the real Body of Chrift, wehave had reaſon to ſuppoſe that thoſe 
of bending the Knee, ſignify a real Adoration : What weak Arguing is here ? 
Suppoſe theſe three Genuflexions refer themſelves to the Body of Chriſt which 


F 


we receive into our Mouths ; Suppoſe that by the Term of Body, we muſt | 


underſtand the Body in proper Subſtance ; Then Mr. 4r24u4's Tranſlation 
will be tolerable. There is fo great Irregularity in all this, that the plain 
Repetition of it is enough to Confute it. 


AND thus have we conſidered whatſoever Mr. 4rn2ud has propoſed of 
any Weight in his ſeventh Book,and in his ſecond,third, and fourth, touching 
the Greeks, to perſwade the World that Tranſubſtantiation is one of their 
DoQrines. We have met with ſeveral Deluſions, and many Paralogiſms, 
which are the two CharaQers of a Perſon that is deceived himſelf,and would 
have others to be deceived with him. He has not been ſparing of his fruit- 
leſs Hiſtories, falſe Suppoſitions, ſtarcht Prefaces, Amplifcations, Exclama- 
tions, and ina Word, of any of the Artifices of Rhetorick; and that which 
is moſt ſtrange, is, he has never leſs ſhunned the lipping into theſe Defaults, 
then when he has himſelf moſt unjuſtly accuſed me of them. TItake no No- 
tice of his InveCtives, and Sharpneſs with which he has (tufted his Diſcourſes 
to render *em more taking and agreeable, nor of that common Cultom of his, 
of taking in a contrary Sence the moſt ſolid Matters, to make them ſeem 
Ridiculous. All which has not hindred bur that I have done the three things 
I took upon me to prove; The firſt to ſhew that altho it were true the Greets 
believed Tranſubſtantiation, it would not thence follow that this Doftrine 
has been perpetually in the Church. The other, That the Greets do not in 
efteQ hold Tranſubſtantiation, nor Adore the Euchariſt: And the Third, 
That all Mr. £/2:44's Efforts to prove the contrary Propoſition are IneffeQu- 
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al, and that the greateſt part of his Proofs conclude direttly againſt himſelf. 
The Firſt of theſe has been eftabliſhed by ſolid RefleCtions on evident mat. 
ters of FaCt ;- The Second by good Proofs z3 And the Third by pertinent An. 
ſwers, and moſt natural Conſequences. 


IT only remains now to be concluded from this whole Diſpute, that 
Tranſubſtantiation and the ſubſtantial Preſence are in effeQ an Innovation of 
the Zatins, and not the ancient DoQrinesof Chriſtianity, ſeeing they are 
not found eſtabliſhed in the Greek Church. This Concluſion 1s as every 
Man may ſee direQly oppoſite to that of Mr. Arnaud, but if compared toge. 
ther, it will be ſoon found that mine is drawn from my Principle with tar 
greater Evidence, and Neceflity, than the other follows from his. For, ſup- . 
poling the Greeks do believe the Converſion of Subſtances, it cannot hence 
follow that this DoQtrine has been perpetually held by that Church, as we 
made appear in our ſecond Book. But if they do not believe it, it is aplain 
ſign that it was neither Believed nor ſo much as heard of by the two Churches 
before their Separation. If the-Greeks do now at this day believe this Do- 
Arine, having not done ſo heretofore, we cannot marvel thereat, conſidering 
their Condition as it has been repreſented by us ) ſince the eleventh Cen- 
tury, and the unwearied Pains the Z4tins have taken for the Propogation of 
the DodArines of the Roman Church in the Zaft ; to which end they have 
uſed, and do ſtill uſe all kind of Means. But ſuppoſing they believed it here- 
tofore, it is hard to conceive they have ceaſed believing it, becauſe it is natu- 
rally more Difficult for Men to give over believing what they did once Be- 
lieve, than to begin to believe what they did not Believe, and becauſe likewiſe 
the leaſt EffeQt this aforementioned Commerce of the ZatiAs with the Greeks 
could Produce, would be to Cheriſh and Preſerve a Doctrine of this Impor- 
tance amongſt the Greeks themſelves, and to hinder its being Loſt. 


T he End of the Firit Part. 
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Wherein is treated of the belief of the Moſcovites, 
Armenians, Neſtorians, Facobites, and other Churches, 
called Schiſmaticks, of the belief of the Latins in the 
ſeventh and eighth Centuries, and of the Conlſe- 
quences which Ur. Arnaud draws from the pretend- 
ed Conſent of theſe Churches, in the Dodtrines of 
the real Preſence and T ranſubſtantiation. 


CHAP L 
Of the Moſcovires. 


That the Moſcovites do not believe Tranſubſtantiation, 


AVING thus cleared up the Point in reference to the 
Greeks, I come now in order to the Examination of Mr, 
Arnaud*s fifth Book,wherein he treats of the other Churches 
called S:hiſmaticks,which are ſeparated as well from the Greek 
Church, as the Roman. The firſt of thoſe Churches which 
he Offers usis that of the Moſcovites, and he immediately 

acknowledges that ſhe makes up a part of the Greek one, and that the ſame 

Aaa 2 Proofs 
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—— 


Proofs which ſerve for the one, ſaffice for the other. But this acknowledg- 
ment ill agreeing with the Deſign, he had to make this the SubjeQ of four 
lib-5.G.1,p. Chapters; he ſay's afterwards,” he thought himſelf” obliged to treat of this at 
4236 large, as well for that the Fallacious argutngs which Mr. Claude makes thereuy. 
on , deſerve to be repreſented ; as that alſo, the Opinion of the Moſcovites 
appeared to him very Conſiderable in this matter. To ſpeak plainly, theſe are 
meer frivolous Pretences, as it will appear in the ſequel, and vnleſs he ima: 
gined this Multiplication of Obje&ts would contribute ſomething to his Glo- 
ry, and make it more l1lluftrious ; there can be no reaſon alledged for the 
mentioning of the Meſcovitesapart, for if it be true theſe Peaple profeſs to 
follow the Greek Religion, / as he ſays; aſloon as ever we are ſatisfied of 
the Doftrine of theſe laſt, we need not trouble our felves any longer, con- 
cerning the Belief of the others. Yet we muſt accommodate our ſelves to Mr. 
Arnand's method, and treat of the /Zofcovites ſeeing he will have it fo. 


T O begin with the ftate of theſe People; Meſcovis is a great Nation pro- 
feſſing the Chriſtian Religion, but otherwife extream Barbarous and Igno- 
rant of the DoQrines of Chriſtianity. "Some have queſtioned whether they 

Noyage into MAy reaſonably be called Chrittians z whereupon Mr. Olear:us has Plea- 
' Moſcoria, lb. Tantly ſay'd : 7 hat it may as well be queſtioned whether they are Men , ſeeing their 
3- £-234 Religion does not ſo greatly differ from that- of other Chriſtians, as their Morals, 
and way of Living does from that of other Men, but as they ſhew themſelves 
Poſſevin Bibl. Men by ſpeech, and Laughter, fo in like manner they appear to be Chriſtians by 
Jet. 1ih.6.C.5. Baptiſm, and the outward Profeſſion of the Chriſtian Religion. They refer them- 
and 1:b.de reb, 4 , ”# ap. . . 
Meſcov. Thom, Telves upon all Accounts to their Prince as to their Oracle,ſaFng when they be 
a Feſu, Lib.6. asked touching any Point, Zhat God and their Great Czar know it, and that 'tis 
C: 5. _ by the eſpecial Grace of their Czar, they are in Health, and can fit ow Horſe- 
bay Ta _ back. One of their Chief Maxims is to ſuffer, no Preachers amongſt them, 
2340 and in Effe& they have none, but content themſelves with the reading of 
the Pſalms, ſome Chapters of the Scripture, and S. Mthanaſins's Creed ; to 
which they ſometimes add an Homely of S. Chry/oſtom, or the Life of ſome 
of their Saints. Mr. Olearins adds, 7hat one of their Prieſts ſetting himſelf to 
Preach, and exhort the People ont of. the word of God to the daty of Prayer, the 
Patriarch depoſed him together with ſome other Prieſts who followed his Example ; 
that he excommnnicated them and ſent them into Siberia, 


| | THERE areneither Accademy's nor Colledges amongſt them, and it 

Poſer. ub ſi- would be a Crime puniſhable by the Laws of that Kingdom, for a man to 

oo apply himſelf to the ſtudy of Sciences. They have only ſome ſmall Schools 
wherein they teach Children to Write and Read, and perhaps a little Greek 
and Latine in one Corner of the Kingdom. 


Olear, Lib, 3, HENCE it is their Eccleſiaſticks are ſo Prodigiouſly ignorant that 
Pe 234- Mr. Olearius tells us ; There is ſcarcely any amongſt their very Monks and Prieſts 
lear, Lib, 3 that can give an Account of his Faith becauſe they have none to Preach the word of 


Pe 237. God to them, And therefore the Patriarch will not permit *em to Diſpute about 
* Poſſev, ubi ſu- Relig ion, nor inform themſelves by means of Strangers. Poſſevin likewiſe tells 
ore, us, that demanding of their Monks who was the founder of their Order ; 


not one of 'ern could return him an Anſwer. And thus are we informed in 
_ of the Ambaſſage of the Earl bf Carlile: 7he Religion of the Moſcovites is the 
ns: ſame which the Greeks profeſs, for they follow their Faith, Rights, and Cere- 
Carlile, monies ; but they are ſo 1znorant, that they ſcarce know themſelves what Religion 


they are of. 


THEIR 


wy 
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—— 


THEIR Superſtition is no leſs than their Tgnorance,witneſs their calling 


their Images their Gods; faying when they enterintoany Houſe, 7 eff le p. 261: 


Boch , where is the God ? Witnels likewiſe their re-baptizing themſelves 
every year, and not only their own Perſons, bur in like manner their Ima- 
ges and Horſes. And their giving a Teſtimonial or Paſs port in due form and 
manner to their Dead, atteſting, they have lived good Chriſtians and obſerved 
the Greek Religion, to the end that S. Peter in ſeeing their Teſtimonial may ad- 
wit them into Heaven, Witneſs moreover that fabulous and impious Book, 
mentioned by Olearias, wherein they have corrupted the Hiſtorical paſſages 
of the Goſpel, adding thereto filthy and abominable Circumſtances, ſuch as 
is this amongſt others : That Mary Magdalen proftituting her ſelf one day 
out of Charity, her Aion was fo Meritorious in the ſight of God, that ic 
expiated all her paſt ſins, and cauſed her ro be Canonized in the Regiſter of 


Saints. 


I could willingly forbear mentioning things of this Nature, did not I find 
that Mr. 4-»a»d in his Diſcourſes concerning theſe People, feems to repre- 
fent us with an Idea of che moft happy and flourithing People in the 
World. 


THIS is, fay's he, « great Kingdom almoſt intigely ſeparate from all others, 
This is « Nation which has ever had but little Commerce with the reſt of the Na- 
tions of the World, few Perſons Yoyaging into thoſe parts, and few Mofcovites 
into Afia and Europe. There was never in this Country a mixtureof Perſons 
of divers Communions, It cannot be fay'd the Latins have brought over their O- 
pinions here by Croiſados ; and "tis obſerved by all Authors that theſe People are 
exceeding carefnt to preſerve their anciem Cuftoms, and'Dodrines. Dn fine, there 
is no Country in the Horld more tenacious of their Opiuions,and which leſs eaſily 
admits « new one. The Church of this Kingdom is a Church purely Greek,and owes 
is Converſion to the Greek Church, having received from her the Doitrtne ſhe Pro- 
feſſes. There are ſcarcely any other Books read amongſt them, than ſome Greek 
Fathers tranſlated into the Sclavonian 7ongne. The writings of theſe Fathers are 
expounded amone ſt them; they have no other Sentiments than thoſe which Nature 
imprints in their Minds. Will not a man be aptta fay in reading this De- 
feription, that this Land is a kind of ſpiritual Canaan ? . 


BUT what ſgnifies difguiſing of things at this rate ? Beſides what I now 
related touching the Igaorance, and Superſtitions reigning in this Church ; 


we need only obſerve what judgment Poſſeviz who lived ſeveral years in Mof- 


covia makes of them. 7 reſpet# of Schiſmlay's he, it cannot be imagin'd how deep- 
ty they are ingaged in it, holding their Opinions for inviolable Maxims,or rather, 
adding ſtill ſomthing to them, than abating any of them./t is _— with the Moſco- 
vites 45 with thoſe who ence have wanared from the Unity of a Principle;the forward- 
&r they go, the more they multiply their Frrors,fuſt as may be obſerved in the DIsno- 
vators of our times. The Moſcovites havieg receiv'd their Schiſm from the Greeks 
hve departed from "em, ani having no Books, nor Learning they therefore abound 
with impertinencies, And yet according to Mr. 4rz444,this 1s the only Country 
mthe World for conſerving a DoQrine already eſtabliſhed, and the leaſt like- 
ly to embrace a new Opimon. The fame Poſſeviz tells us that the Great Duke 
Baſil having cauſed a Greek Prieft tocome into his Country, whom the Patri- 
arch of Conſtantinople ſent him, he threw him into Priſon, and would not 
relcafe him: altho requeſted by the Turkiſh Emperor, becauſe the Prieft _ 
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him, he found the 4Joſcovites had erred from the Dotrine and Ceremonies 
of the Greek Church ; and from that time, they had no more Recourſe to 


- the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, for his Confirmation of the Metropolitain of 


Moſcwvis. In another place, he obſerves exprefsly thar they differ in ſeve. 
ral things from the Zatins : Which cauſed Szcranw the Channon of Cracovia, 
to ſay, that they abuſe in ſeveral things the Rights of the Greeks, and have heey 
ever Reputed by the Greeks for Hereticks, which have departed from them, This 
propoſition of Sacranus may be exceſſive , but it may be well concluded 
thence, that the Moſcovites are indeed of the Grecian Religion, but, haye 
not ſo carefully preſerved it, but that 'cis alter'd in ſeveral things. 


T HIS. pretended firmneſs which Mr. 4r#aud; attributes to them, has 
not hindred the Greek -Religion, from being corrupted amongſt them, nei- 
ther has ithindred the Zatins from uling their utmoſt Endeavors, to iritroduce 
their DoQtrines amongſt them; nor Polſevin from laying his Deſigns in Order 
thereunto. It has not hindred the Popes from ſending their Emiſſaries a- 
mong(t them, as I have already (how'd inthe ſecond Book,” nor from makin 
uſe of Merchants, who under pretence of Commerce obtain an eaſier acceſs 
into theſe Countries, as appears by the Hiſtory of Pau! Fovims, nor Arcu- 
dive a Latiniz'dGreek, from ſpending twenty years in Zituania, Rufſis, and 
Moſcovis, in the propogating of the Romiſh Religion, as he himſelf teſtifies 
in his Letter, to S/ fond King of Po/and, nor Seminaries from being ſet up 
in Zit#ania and other places, for the inſtructing of the _——_— Children 
in the. Romiſh Religion, as Poſſevix tells us. This firmneſs does not hinder, 
but that they have made uſe not only of Polaradters for the Reduttion of theſe 
People, who hold a particular Commerce with them, but eſpecially, of the 
re-united Ruſſians who appear leſs ſulpeRted to the Moſcovites ; becauſe they 
obſerve ſtill the Greek Rites. In fine this does not hinder the falſe Greets, who 
having finiſhed their ſtudies in the Seminary at Rome, do rerurn into Greece, 
from promoting the intereſt of the Roman Church, under the habit and dil- 
guiſe of Schiſmatical Greeks, and from paſſing over trom Greece into M/oſco- 
via when occaſion Offers, as appears by the Example of Payſins Liparidius, 
who wrote in 1oſco it ſelf, his Treatiſe of the Zuchariſt in favour of Mr. 4r- 
aud, and at the Solicitation of Mr. de Pompone. 


IS not this then a deluſory Remark which Mr. Arnaud has made; That it 
cannot be alledged , the Latins have brought their Opinions into theſe parts by 
Croilado's ? This is true, but if they have not brought them thither by Croz- 
ſado's, they have done whatſoever they have been able in order to the intro- 
ducing them by Miffions and Seminaries, by Commerce of Merchants, by 
Poland, Ruſſia, and Greece it ſelf which is their Mother-Church. Now can 
it ſeem ſtrange to us if with all theſe Machins, and by abuſing the Ignorance 
and ſtupidity of theſe People, they have been made to believe that 7ranſub- 
ſtantiation 18 a DoQrine of the Greek Religion,and conſequently one of theirs ? 
And can it be imagined, we are ſuch Fools to make our Faith depend on that 
of this People ? What Mr. Arnaud adds : That there is ſcarcely any other Books 
read among ſt them than the Writings of ſome of the Greek Fathers tranſlated into 
the Sclavonian Zangnage, does not well agree with what Poſſevix tells us, that 
they underſtand not any more of the Sclavonian Languave, than what nearly re- 
lates to theirs, cr that of Poland. * Whar ſignifies the reading of Greek Fathers 
Tranſlated into a Language which the People underſtand nor? 


BUT let us ſee what kind of Proofs Mr. 4rnaud brings to Convince Ws 
that 


Cue. I, ronching the Belief of the $ chiſmatical Churches, ; 


that the oſcovites believe 7ranſubſtantiation. The firſt he Offers is the ſi- 
lence of all Authors, that have written on the Religion of this Church, 
who do not Remark that it differs in this Point from the Rowane: To en- 
hance the Value of this Proof, he Immediately complains that I have not 
alledged any thing that is Real and Poſitive, whereby to maintain my Theſis. 
it is ſtrange, lay's he, that Mr. Claude treating of this Matter, ſhould chooſe 
rather to devine the Opinion of theſe People on weak Conjettures, than to inform 
himſelf whether he might not meet in [0 many Books, that mention the Religion 
of the Molcovites, real Proofs of what he would wiſlingly find. He afterwards 
reproaches me with my Negligence in not reading thoſe Books, and Pro- 
teits he has not been guilty of the like, having read whatſoever he could find 
written on this Subject, eight Authors on one ſide, ſeveral Treatiſes on the 
other, ſuch as Poſſevin, Baronins, Raynoldus, Botter, Brezrwood, Hornbeck, and 
ſeveral others. 


T HEREis no need of this Account. There being no body as I know of that 

ueſtions Mr. .4rzaud's indultry ; we on the contrary blame him for taking 
f) much Pains for nothing.» As to my own part believing as Ido, that the 
World do's not much concern it ſelf, whether Iam Diligent or Lazy, I ſhall not 
make this a matter of Debate, only fay, that Mr. Arad withall his Reading 
will be no leſs perplexed thin my ſelf, how negligent foever I am, ſhould er- 
ther of us be put upon the producing of the Teſtimony of one ſingle Moſco- 
vite Author, that expreſly mentions Zranſ«bſtantiation, either one way of 
other. If then by real Proofs, he means paſſages of the AZoſcovites them- 
ſelves, I beg of him to ſhew me who are the Authors of this Nation, that 
have treated of the Myſteries of Chriſtian Religion, for excepting the Let- 
ter of Zobzthe Mctropolitain of Afoſcov, which Siziſmond d' Herberftein has 
publiſhed together with the Canons of another X04», and the Anſwer of 
Niphon Biſhop of Novograd, T know none that have written about Religion, 
or any thing elſe, and thele three Pieces aforementioned, are but five pages 
of Paper in all. Burt if by theſe real Proofs Mr. Arnavd means the Teſtimo- 
nies of thoſe who have deſcribed the Religion of theſe People, his Com- 
plaint has no grounds. We have already told him that Travellers, and 
thoſe that make Diſcourſes of diſtant Nations, give us ſeldom any other than 
a general Relation of their Opinions, without deſcending to Particularize 
what they hold or reje&. So that there can be nothing certainly concluded 
from the ſilence of theſe Authors. 


IT is tono purpoſe to ſay, that i» the Compariſons they make of Religions, it 
is always with the Roman Catholick Religion, that they Compare all others, and that 
in this Compariſon, the Principal differences are deſigned to be marked out. For 
ſuppoſing they all of *em took this Courſe, it is certain they muſt reduce all 
thele Prixcipal differences, to thoſe which ſpring from an exprels and aQtu- 
al Oppoſition, wherein on one hand the R9maz Church protefles to believe 
ſuch a Point, and the Church which is compared with it, profeſſes on the 
contrary to oppoſe and reje& it. Sothat we muſt not wonder if thoſe that 
have diſcourſcd of the Religion of the Moſcovites have obſerved, that they 
hold as fabulous the fire of Purgatory, acknowledge not the Authority of 
the Pope, Communicate under both kinds, and give the Communion to 
Children, and yet have not obſerved that they do not hold 7ranſubſtantiart- 
0», Theſe Points are openly controverted between the Greek Church of 
which the oſcovite makes a part, and the /atine, but that of 7ranſubſtax- 
tation isnctſo. They do not teach it, neither yet do rhey make thereof a 
point of Controverlie. IF 


Lb. Fic. A bl 
425. 


Ss UDL m. Cart, 
rere Aſc. 


Lib, 5.c.t:; 
P. 427. 


———_— 


— þ 4 
— — -— 


Ibid. pr 426. 


Paul Fowrus 


Com. de legat, 


loſe. 


Book V, 


The fifth Book 


IF there can be any advantage drawn from the ſilence of theſe Authors 
it falls to me. For being moſt of them Roman Catholicks, and knowing well 
the Importance of this Article, and how greatly controverted in our Weſtern 
parts, there is no Likely-hood it they had found it held, eſtabliſhed, 
and taught amongſt the Moſcovites, but they would remark as much, gg 
purpoſe to gratifie in this the Romer Church,and indeayour to clear it from the 
reproach of Innovation ;_ neither muſt Mr. Arava imagine, that he is the 
only Perſon that had in his Eye the Schiſmatical Churches for the defence 
of the controverted Points in our Zurope, Theſe aforementioned Authors 
are not wanting to tell us of the Devotion which theſe People have for 1- 
mages, the worſhip they give their Saints, their Prayers for the Dead, their 
faſtings, Monks, Confeſſhhon, extream UnQtion, and in a word of all particulars 
wherein they are agreed with the Roman Church, and are contrary to the 
Proteſtants. How then comes it to paſs they have forgotten that of 77a. 


ſbftantiation? Ir is to no purpoſe for Mr. Arnaud to ſay, that they do not 


particularly Remark the Articles of the Trinity, the Incarnation, touch- 
ing the Death of Chriſt, nor the others 1n the Creed, for beſides that this 
15 not abſolutely true, there being ſome of theſe Authors, who declare tlic 
Moſcovites hold Athanaſins's Creed, and the ſeven firſt Councils, and con. 
ſequently the DoQrine of the Trinity, the Incarnation, exc. Beſides this 1 
ſay, theſe Articles are not debated between the Rowani/ts and Proteſtants, 
as the others are, and eſpecially that of the Converſion of Subſtances. 


BUT fay's Mr. Arnaud, we will ſhew Mr.Claude that they are not all of 
"em ſilent on this Point, there being ſome that clearly affirm the Molcoyites 
hold Tranſubſtantiation. Which we are to Examine. He tells us then, that 
Paulus Fovits having obſerved they reject Purgatory, and diſown the Pop;s 
Supremacy, and follow the Greeks Ceremonies, makes 4 general Concl:{iou 
concerning all the other Articles, that they hold the ſame as we do: In ceteris 
Fadem, que a nobis de Religione ſentiuntur conſtani iſſme credunt. T think, 
adds Mr. Arnaud, that the Real preſence and Tranſubſtantiation are Artic'rs 
important enough to be comprehended under this general Propoſition. Were 
this a right conſequence it would likewiſe follow hence, that the 17o/cow!r: 
Prieſts do not marry no more than thoſe of the Zatins, for Paulus Fuvins 
lay's nothing of that. It would follow they baptized not with three Im- 
merſions, and hold all other Baptiſm ro be of none EffeCt, for Paulus Fovi- 
#5 does not remark this. Neither does he any more take Notice, that 
they reje& the Confirmation of a Biſbop, hold faſting on Saturday to be a 
great Crime, abhor the _—_ of Creatures ſtrangled, and yer theſe. Arti- 
cles are as important in reſpect of the Moſcovites as any others, ſeeing they 
make them principal Controverſies, not being able to bear with them that 
are of contrary Opinions. Mr. aud mult not be ſo quick at drawing 
Conſequences, or imagine thit Paulus Fovins has been fo exaCt in all thar 
he has written concerning the AZoſcovites, For he tells us, they have St. 
Ambroſe's works, St. Auſtin's, St. Ferom's, where St. Gregory's tranſlated 1n- 
to the S:lavonian Tongue, and highly reſpe&t them ; and Poſſevi the Je- 
ſuite tells us, that havins made an exatt mquiry into this particular , he 


in Cum, cold find no ſuch thing,, neither believes the Name of theſe Authors ts known to 
;cb.7ofe, theſe People, altho thoſe of St. Ambroſe and Gregory, may be ſtern in their 


Kalender, and that at the Princes Court, he could hear nothing of this. 


SACR ANUS aChanon of: Cracovia, adds Mr. Arnaud, who gives a 
the 
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the largeſt Catalogue he could of the Errors of the 4Zoſcovites, fay's touch- | 
ing the cigth Error. T7hat according to the Moſcovites, the Body of our Saui- om Ty 4 
our Chriſt cannot be Conſecrated with Azymes, and on the ſixteenth Erzor. * 

That they cut a Morſel of the Bread prepar'd for the Sacrifice into the form of a 

Triangle, and Conſecrate it to make thereof the Body of our Saviour Chriſt, in 

Corpus Chriſti conſecrant, and in the eighteenth Error, Conſecrant panem in 

Corpus Chr ift L 


'TIS certain Mr, 4r2aud makes a ſinall matter ſerve for a Proof. The 
Moſcovites Conlſecrate the Bread, in Corpus Chriſti, into the Body of Feſus 
Chriſt, or tobe the Body of Feſus Chrift. They believe then 7ranſubſtantiati» 
on; *Tis evident for the Eſtabliſhing of this Concluſion, there is need of ,,,, 
ſomething more preciſe than this. Bur, ſay's he, this is a Catholick that ſpeaks 
thus, and who would be underſtood to ſpeak of the real Body of Feſus Chriſt, that 
attributes this ſame Belief to the Moſcovites. When Sacranus or any other 
that profeſſes the Roman Religion ſpeaks as from himſelf, and the queſtion 
concerns his own Faith, we can eaſily belieye that ia a Diſcourſe of the 
Eucharifs, by the Body of Chriſt, he means the proper ſubſtance of this 
Body, for we know that this is the Sence, and Style of the Reman Church. 
But when he Diſcourſes of the Moſcovites, and the queſtion concerns their 
Faith, we believe that in ſaying they Conſecrate the Bread iz Corpus Chriſts, 
he pretends no more, than to uſe the ſame Terms which the AZoſcovites ule, 
without concerning himſelf with the Senſe in which they rake theſe words. 
They mult be taken in the Senſe the Mofcovires give *em., What Senſe is 
that? This Sacranus does not determine, and to go about to decide it, by 
what Sacranus himſelf believed concerning the Sacrament is a meer llluſion. 


AS to what Fohr le Ferre Confeſſor to the Arch-Duke Ferdinand re- Moſcovit. Re 
lates, that the Conſecration is performed amongſt them, by pronouncing our Savis gion: 
our's words, and that they attribute to them ſo great YVertue, that aſſoon as ever 
they are uttered by the Prieſt, they believe the Creature gives place to the Crea- 
tor ; we mult tell Mr. Arnaud, that he does not do fairly in offering us a Fa- 
bulous relation, ſuch as is this /e Ferre's. This Author aſſures us, that only 
the Biſhops amongſt the Moſcovites Adminiſter Confirmation, that they do it by 
the laying on of Hands, in making the ſign of the Croſs, and anointing the Pars 
ty Confirmed on the Forehead, That one of the chief Offices of the Prieſt is to 
Preach the Goſpel of Chriſt to the People, which they do not only every Sunday, 
but alſo on the Feſtivals of the Bleſſed Virgin and Apoſtles. That God's Word is 
Preached and heard with great Devotion. That they certainly hold the Doitrine 
of Purgatory. Acknowledge the Supremacy of the Roman Prelate, as being 
Chriſt's Ficar, and St. Peters Succeſſor. That they freely aſſiſt at Maſs with the 
Latins. This is all falſe, as appears by other Relations of theſe People. Poerin Com. 
And therefore Poſſeviz has not ſcrupled to reckon this Zohn le Ferre amongſt 2+4* reb+Moſe. 
thoſe Authors, which are counted fabulous, becauſe, ſay's he, they hawe been 
miſ-informed, or did not write with a Deſign to diſcover the Venom, to apply 
thereunto « Remedy. What ſignifies then ſuch peoples Teſtimony. 


NOT to take notice that theſe Terms, 7he Creatare gives place to the 
Creator, are not ſufficient to make us conclude from hence 7 ranſub/tantiation. 
Itbeing a general Expreſſion capable of divers Senſes. For when we ſhould ſay 
with Zheodoret, that the Divine Grace accompanies Nature, or with St. 4- 
fin, that the Bread becomes of an Aliment a Sacrament, or with the Greeks, 
that it is changed into the Vertue of Chriſt's body, the Creature will ſtill 
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give place to the Creator. without any Converſion of ſubſtance. $9 tha; 
howloever we take Zohyn le Ferre's Teſtimony tis invalid ; and does not ar 
all help Mr. Arnau4's Cauſe. But he having made a general ColleQion 
good and bad Authors, Fohn le Ferre muſt have his place amongſt the reg 


I Confeſs that Zaficims the Polander that relates this Teſtimony, has taken 
itin the Sence of 7ranſubſtantiation, and as we necd not doubr but that the 
Deſign of Fohn le Ferre,:was to make the World believe that the 1M/co. 

,vites hold this DoQtrine, ſo likewiſe we muſt not find it ftrange if thoſe 
that refer themſelves to his Authority, as Zaſicius has done, do take it no 0- 
therwiſe. Had Zaficius well examined this Relation of Zohz le Ferre's, he 
would have found it full of falſe Reports,and eaſily find his Authors main De. 
ſign was to render the Moſcovite Religion, as Conformable as he could tothe 
Roman ; and by this means to deceive his Readers, and eſpecially, the Pro- 
teſtants whom he had at that time in his Eye. He would then have abſvlute- 
ly rejefted the Authority offuch a Man,who has palpably diſguiſed the Truth: 
He might at leaſt diſtinguiſh inreſpeCt of the Words in queſtion, Ferr,'s 
Sence, from the Sence of the Moſcovites themſelves, ſuppoting they were 
their own Words. But this he has not done, altho he ought to have done 
it, and thence it is that on this bare Teſtimony without any other Proof, 
Laficius has believed that the Opinion of the Moſcovites leaned towards 
Tranſubſtantiation. Whence it follows , we ought not lightly ro Credit 
whatſoever a ſuſpeted Author ſhall rell us, concerning the Religion of 
Strangers, bur it does not follow 'tis true in the main, that the 4Zoſcovites be. 
lieve the Converſion of Subſtances. 


W E muſt then come to the Teſtimonies of Dannaverns profeſſor of 
Strasburg, and Mr. Olearius the Duke of Holfteir's Library-Keeper ; Perlons 
of greater Reputation. Both ſay the Moſcovites hold Tranfabbentiction 
They pat, ſay's Dannaverus, into the Wine contained in the Chalice, the Bread 
broken into pieces;they Bleſs it,and believe 'tis Tranſubſtantiated. They holdTran- 
ſubſtantiation ſay's Mr.Olearins. Sothat here we have two expreſs Teſti- 
monies, and againſt which it ſeems there can be nothing alledged. As to 
Dannaverus, he has only followed Olearins's Authority, knowing no more 
of the Religion of the Moſcovites, than what he has receiv'd from the reading 
of Authors, as appears by his Treatiſe. Bar as to Mr. O/earins, he is a Per- 
{on of great Learning, and has lived in thofe Countries, and made it his Buſi- 
neſs to be informed of this Point, and who not only gives us this Account in 
his Book, but has likewiſe Confirm'd it, in a Letter written to one of Mr, Ar- 
zaud's Friends upon occaſion of this preſent Diſpute, and Mr. Arzaud has 
not failed to make thereof a matter of Triumph 


IT will 'be no hard matter to reply to Mr. Olearius's Teſtimony, and 
clear it from all Perplexity. And this will be done by conſidering his own 
Words, as well in his Book as Letter. Thoſe in his Book as the Author 
of the Perpetuity relates them, from the Original High-Dutch arc, 7hey 
believe Tranſubſtantiation, that is to ſay, that the Bread and Hine are really 
changed into the Body and Blood of our Saviour Chriſt. Thoſe of his Letter 
related by. Mr. Arnaud : 7 wrote expreſly in the Relation of my Yoyage, that the 
Moſcovites hold Tranſubſtantiation, that is to ſay, they believe rhe Bread is 
changed into the Body of Chriſt, and the Wine into his Blood. Diſtinguiſh 
then Mr. Olearius's Teſtimony, from his private Judgment, and you'l clear 


the Difficulty. His Teſtimony is, that the Moſcovires believe the m_— and 
ine 


Cu p. X, the Belief of the Schiſmatical Churches, 9 


Wine are changed into the Body and Blood of Chriſt which he has deno- 
ted by theſe Terms, which is to ſay that they believe the bread to be changed 
iyto the Body of Feſus Chriit and the Wine into his Blood, His private Judg- 
ment is that this may be termed the belief of Tranſubſtantiation, which he 
Ggnifies by thele following words. They hold Tranſubſtantiation. 


SO that the whole of this Teſtimony amounts to no more than the change 
of the Bread into the Body, anc the Wine into the Blood, and his ſaying 
that they believe Tranſubſtantiation has no other grounds than his own per- 
{awſion that this is in effect a converſion of Subſtance. He does not attribute 
thistothem but under the favour of histhat is toſay, They hold Tranſubſtan: 
tiation, ſays he, thatis to ſay, the Bread is changed into” the Body of Chriff, 
and the Hine into his Blood, 


THIS that is to ſay explains what he means, and punct- 
ually determines what the Moſcovites hold. If to changeand tranſubſtantiate 
are one and the ſame thing, his Propolition muſt be received in its full ex- 
tent, ifthey arenot, the Ch22ze belongs to the Moſcovites,the 7 ranſubſtan- 
tier tothe private ſence of M7. Olearius, We then reſpeAtully receive his 
Teſtimony without the leaſt queſtion of his ſincerity; butasto his particy- 
{ar Judgement,we hope he will be ſo equitable as to lay no neceſſity uponus 
to receive it. For ſhould we judge otherwiſe then he has done he will 
haveno juſt cauſe to be angry. Neither had he any reaſon to be offerided Mala ted 
at the Anſwer I made the Author of the Perperuity. That*tis wery lifMly he Pery. Part 3: 
was miſtaken by falſe conjeftures, and that having heard of the change of Bread, C-8. 
he imagined this was the change of Subſtance.which is the ſame thing ſay now: 
The diſtinftion which I make between his Teſtimony and his Judgment is 
grounded on his own proper Terms,and the liberty which 1 pretend to have 
of rejeAting the one and receiving the other is no more than what com- 
mon Juſtice will allow me: . I can therefore ſee,no reaſon for his ſtuffing 
his Letter with rough and paſſionate expreſſions,which agree not well with 
the Charafter he bears, and which I ſuppoſe he has learned of the bar: 
barous People he has ſo long converſed with. Why would he have us 
believe, the change of Bread intothe Body is the Tranſubſtantiation of the 
Latins, ſeeing we find on the contrary that this is the uer«updricw bf the 
Greeks,of which expreſſion we have lo oftenalready manifeſted the ſence ; 
The Moſcovites follow the Greek Religion we grant, the Greeks fay the 
Bread is changed, the Moſcovites affirm the ſame, the Queſtion is only 
whether tochanze is the fame as to tranſubtantiate. Now I have plainly 
diſplayed the difference betwixt theſe two Terms in reference to the Greeks; 
wemuſt then conclude the fame in reſpe&t of the Moſcovites. It appears 
fromM. Olearizs his own Relation what we are to conclude touching his 
exaQnels. Forinthe ſame place where he tells us the Moſcovites believe 
Tranſubſtantiation, he adds, that the reft of the canſecrated Bread ſerves for 
Panis Benedifts. Now this would bea great impiety tomake this the proper 
Subſtance of the body of Chriſt, but even in this he is miſtaken, for what 
ſerves amongſt theſe People for Panis Benediftus is only the Remains of the 
Bread from whence is taken the great Particle which is afterwards conſecra- 


ted and called ths Body of Jeſus Chriſt,and not the Remains of the conſecra- 
ted Bread. | 


BUT to oppoſe againſt the private Judgment of M. O/earizs ſomething 
yet more preciſe, I need only here relate what the A1thor of the Relation 
Bbb 2 of 
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of the three Ambaſſages of M. Czr/ile wrote on this Subje&. *Tis the Te. 
ſtimony of an Honorable Perſon, who lived a conſiderable time in thoſe 
parts, and fince M. Olearivs, who wanted neither Judgment, Sincerity, no; 
Curioſity to inform himſelf and us touching the beliet of theſe people, in 
reference to 7ranſubſtantiation, without the leaſt regard to the Diſpute 
Relat. of th between Mr. Arnaud and my ſelf, as having no other deſign then that 5; 
clat. of the * « * 
Ambaſ. of diſcovering the Truth. Morecver,lays he,7 could not find by *em what Olearius 
Il. Catlile: mentions, namely, that they hold Tranlubſtantiation : and there are thre, 
Reaſons inducing me to believe thty are wot of this Opinion. For firſt, when ms 
diſcourſe with them, touching the Conſequences of this Dottrine, they teſtifi 
their diſlike of it : and to maintain it, fly not to the Almighty power of God 
45 the Roman Catholicks do. 2. *Tis more then probable that if they believes 
Tranſubſtantiation,, they would reſpett this Myſtery more than they ao, and it 
wouldbe very range that in ſo ſuperſtitious a Religion as theirs is, they ſhoul; 
bebehind hand in Zeal and Devotion, eſpecially in a particular wherein it ought 
chiefly to appear, as we ſee it does among (i thoſe of the Church of Rome. A fine, 
had they that Opinion which Olearius attributes to them, they muſt have it from 
the Greeks from whom they have recetved their Dottrines. But we do not find 
the Greeks were of this Opiwion. _ Let Mr. Arnaud then himſelf judge whe. 


ther he may reaſonably expeCt to prevail by means of Mr. Olearius his Ex- 
plication. 


W E come now to the Teſtimony of Payſius Zigaridius, but having 
already conſidered itin the foregoing Book, we {hall trouble our ſelves no 
farther with him. ?Tis not to be doubted but the ſame thing may be done 
in Muſcoviaas in Greece, that is to ſay there may be perſons brought in and 
ſettl'd there who finiſh'd their Studies in ſome of the Seminaries ereKed for 
this purpoſe. *Tis certain whoſoever ſhall addreſs himſelf to theſe Perſons 
(who are not only bred up in the Church of Rowe, and ſworn to ob- 
ſerve it's Confeſſion of Faith, but ſent on purpoſe to communicate it to 
others, prevailing by means of their Ignorance) whether ſoever they be, 
whether in Muſcoviaor Greece,their Teſtimony ſhall not be wanting. But 
every body knows the Value of them. Let us paſs on thento the AZoſcovire 
Prieſt, that accompanied, not long fince the great Dukes Ambaſſador to 
his Majeſty of France, who after Dinner, as 'tis lay'd, at the Arch.Biſhop of 
Sens, was deſired to declare what the Moſcovites held concerning the Fucha- 
riſt. There may be ſeveral conſiderable Reflexions made onthis Relation 
but not to enter into. particulars, I lay the Teſtimony of this Perſon is not 
ſufficiently Authentick to decide our Queſtion. We have already ſeen by 
Mr. Olearins his Relation that the 4oſcovit Prieſts are ſo ignorant in general 
that there is ſcarcely any amongſt them can give an account of their faith, or 
knows the Religion profeſſed in other Countries. Theſe are two CharaQers 
that do not well agree with the uſe which Mr. Arzaud would make of this 
Prieſt. For to determine whether 7ranſubſtantiation be an Article of the 
Moſcovite Religion, it ought to be known on one hand what it is the Ztvns 
call 7ranſubſtantiation, what they lay and believe,of it, and on the other, 
what the 17oſcovite Religion aſſerts touching the Zuchariſt. *Tis no hard 
matter to make an ignorant Prieſt that ſpeaks of a change of Bread into the 
Body of Chriſt believe that he acknowledges a 7ranſubſtanjzation.But not to 
wander from the point in hand, there is all the Iikelyhood in the World that 
that which paſſed at the Arch-Biſhop of Ses is a meer Illufion. To judge of 
it we need only attentively conſider the Expreſſions of the Relation which 


1014-475 Mr. Arnend has produced. After Dinner they withdrew into the Arch- Biſhops 
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Chamber where we began to Diſcourſe them touching the different Cuſtoms of their 
Charch, touchins their Patriarchs Communion with the other Greek Patri- 
archs, concerning Faſtings, Celibacy, Prayer their Liturgy, &c. But in fine 
the Arch-Bijhop deſirous to come to the main Point of which he was moſt deſirous 
to be informed, prayed the Interpreter to tell him word for word what he was 20+ 
ins to demand; having laid this ſtrict charge on the Interpreter he deſired them to 
tell him their Opinion concerning the Sacrament of the Euchariſt. The Moſco- 
vite Prieſf anſwers without the _ heſitation (which a little ſurprized us, for he 
had hither to ſtood as it were upon his Guard, as if he had feared the engaging too 
far in ſome point of Controverſie, left he might thereby endanger his Reputation J 
That it was the real Body and Blood of Chriſt, and that after the Prieſt had ut- 
tered th:ſe words of onr Saviour, this is my Body, the Bread is changed into the 
Body of Chriit, and having ſaid theſame in reſpei# of the Cup, the Hine is 
chanzed into his Blood. hen the Interpreter had ſaid this, the Arch-Biſhop 
bad him tell him exaitly word for word what the Prieſt had told him. The Inter- 
preter told the Moſcovite Prieſt what the Prelate deſired, whereupon he repeated 
the ſame words the ſecond time by the Interpreter. Aud foraſmuch as he expreſ- 
fed that the Bread and JVinewere tranſubſtantiated into the Body and Blood of 
Chriſt, he was asked whether the Molcovite Prieſt uſed a word which in his 
Language hed the force of that of Tranſubſtantiated i» ows, He replyed, yes, 
and repeated the Moſcovite word which ſuanifies this, in looking on the Prieſt 
and Secretary,who both of them made Sipns that this word was proper in their 


tongue and ſignified a change of Subſtance, 


THE reſult of this Diſcourſe is 1. That the Prieſt aid *twas the real 
Body and Blood of Chriſt, and that rhe Bread was changed into the Body 
of Jeſus Chriſt, and the Wine into his Blood. 2. That he repeated only the 
ſame words the ſecond time. 3. That the Interpreter added, that the Bread 
and Wine are tranſubſtantiated. 4. That it was the Interpreterthat profeſt 
the Moſcovite word had the force of that of 7ranſubftantiation. 5. That 
for a farther Confirmation, touching the force of the Word, he required 
the Prie(t's and Secretary's conſent by a bare look, without ſpeaking to 
them. 6. That the Prieſt and Secretary anſwered him by a ſign without 
ſpeaking. 7. That this ſign ſignified this word was proper in their Tongue 
and ſignified a change of Subſtance. 


[T is to be obſerved that this Interpreter was a Monk,not of the Moſcovite 
Religion, but the Roman; andot the order of Zacobins, and that heexplain- 
ed in French what the Moſcovites ſaid in his Language,and in Moſcovit what 
M.the Arch-Biſhop of Sexs ſaid in French, for the Moſcovites underſtood no 
more the Fench, than the Frexchthe Moſcovit. Upon this remark which 
is beyond controul, for tis a matter of Fatt well known throughout all Paris, 
I deſire Mr. Arzaud to tell me why this Interpreter having retutned the 
Anſwer of the Moſcovite Prieſt, which he twice repeated inthe ſame Terms 
without any Alteration,when he had1 fay piven it in theſe words,the Bread 
is changed into the Body of Feſus Chriſt,and the Vine into his Blood,wherefote 
did he add that the Bread and Wine were tranſubſtantiated? Wherefore 
when he was asked whether the Prieſt uled a Word which in his Tongue 
had the force of 7ranſubſtantiation, did he demand by a bare look the con- 
ſent of the Prieſt and Secretary to the 2s, which he anſwered, ſeeing the 
Prieft and Secretary who underſtood not French, neither underſtood the 
Tranſubftantiated which he added, nor the Queſtion put to the Interpreter, 


nor the 7es, he anſwered? Do they in Muſcovia ſpeak by ings or _ 
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they agreed before-hand that this look ſhould” ſignitie 7rauſubtantiated? 
How could the Prieſt and Secretary anſwer to that which they did not un- 
derſtand, why by ſigns, and why muſt this ſign which anſwered a very 
obſcure Queſtion, ſignifie 77anſubſtanriation ? Certainly we are but lorry 
people here in theWeſt in compariſon of theſe Moſcovites,that can treat ofone 
of the moſt important Articles of Religion by ſigns and nodds, without know. 
ing the point in queſtion; had. Mr. Arnavd and I learnt this Secretour 
Diſpute would not be ſo tedious. . Now if this be not deluſory I know not 
any thing that I can call by that name. 


"TIS certain the 2oſcovites profels to follow the Greek Religion although 
they have in ſome ſort altered it. Which I told the Author ofthe Perperuy, 
and this I did not aſſert upon light grounds,although Mr. 4r#aud is pleaſed 
to ſay Idid ; ſeeing I faid no more than what he himſelf acknowledges. 
This is a common Principle tousboth,'tis true, wedraw hence different conſe. 
quences,but as matters are now ſtated and cleared,any man may ealily judge 
which of us two has beſt grounded his Sentiment. 


I faid likewiſe that Zaficivs affirms the Armenians although they 
has deny 7ranſubſtantiation, yet do reverence the Sacrament more religiouſly 
F. 3. C.s. thanthe Ruſizns; whence I drew this Concluſion, that *twas not likely the 

latter of theſe who are more cold in their Devotion. ſhould extend their 

Belief farther than the others, and that the others ſhould have more reſpe& 

for a Subſtance of Bread than theſe ſhould have for what they eſteemed 

Lib. 5. C. 4 the proper Subſtance of the Son of God. I know not what couldoblige Mr. 

P. 44% Arnaudtolay, That it is ſcarcely to be imagined how many Diſeuiſements 

and Falſities there arein this Argument. 1 deligned no more by all this 

than the drawing of a juſt Conſequence from a True Principle. *Tis certain 

that Zaſicivs ay's two things, the. one that the Armenians of Zeopolis deny 

| the Bread and Wine tole their Nature, /z Sacramento Euchariſte 

_ _ elementa Naturas ſuas amittere negant, Theſe are his words, ,. the other 

5% that they reverence the Sarcament more religiouſly than the Ruſſiens, Sacra- 

mentum religioſins Ruſſis venerantur, thele are allo his words. Whence I 

conclude ?ris not likely the Ruſſians or Moſcovites believe Tranſubſtantiation, 

the reaſon is ſufficiently evident, to wir, that thoſe that believe the Sacra- 

ment to be the proper Subſtance of the Son of God, cannot 

_ ſhew it more Reſpe& than thoſe that believe it to be a Subſtance 
of Bread, , 


Lib.$.C.,, IT is tono purpoſe for Mr. Arnaud to ſay, that my Argument ſuppoſes 

P. 448. according to this Author, the Armenians do neither hold the real Preſence, 
zor Tranſubſtantiation, and that if / do wot ſuppoſe this, nothing can be 
lef reaſonable than my Diſcourſe. For if the Armenians, adds he, together 
with th: Subſtance of Bread do moreover admit the real preſence of Chriſt, 
it is no wiſe improbable but that they have a greater reſpet# for the Euchariſt 
than thoſe that do not admit this Subſtance of Bread. The reſpett of the Euchariſt 
comes only from the Preſence of Chirſt : and the preſence or abſence of the Bread 
contributes not any thing thereunto. 


I hope Mr. 4-zaud will not be offended if I tell him that his Authority 
15not yet great enough in the Church of Rome to counter-ballance that of 
Thomas Aquinas. Now Thomas his Dodrine is diretly oppoſite to his, 
Contrariatur, 1ay's this Author, wemeratipni hujus Sacramenti fi aliquz 
Subſtaxtia 


Cakes, rhe Belief of the Schiſmatical Churches 12 


Subſtantia creata eſſet ibi que non poſſet Adoratione latrie adorari. *Twould be Thom. Sum, 
contrary #0 the Veneration due to this Sacrament, were there any created F oy 
Subſtance in it to which may not be given the adoration of Zatris. Now let rol A bs 
any man if he can make this agree with what 47r. Arnamd fays: Mr. Ar- 

maud's Propoſition ſay's that the reſpect due to the Fachariſt proceeds only 

from the preſence of Chriſt, and that the prefence or abſence of the Bread 


does not at all contribute thereunto, and 7homas aſſures us on the contrary 


- tharif the Subſtance of bread were prelent, it would hinder the Adoration 


of this Sacrament, whence it follows according to him, that thoſe that hold 
the Subſtance of Bread ceaſes to be, ought more to reverence the Sacra- 
ment than thole that believe it remains. So that whether the Armenians do 
or donot believe the real preſence this ſignifies nothing to my Argument. 
"Tis clear according to Zaſicins that they do not believe 7ranſubſtantiation, 
and conſequently *ris clear according to 7homes Aquinas that they hold an 
opinion which is contrary tothe veneration of the Sacrament, yet do they 
adore the Sacrament more religiouſly than the Moſcovites. How then 
can the belief of 7ra»ſubſtantiation be attributed tothe Aoſcovites, for if 
they held this Doctrine they muſt have a greater veneration for the Sacra- 
ment than the others. This Argument cannot be otherwiſe denyed than 
by oppoſing the DoQtrine of 7homas Aquinas.So that with drawing my ſelf 
out of the Liſts I ſhall offer in my ſtead either Saint Zhomas to be handled 
by Mr. Arnaud, or Mr. Arnaud by Saint Thomas, that is to fay, the Maſter 
by the Diſciple or the Diſciple by the Maſter. 


MOREOYER our Queſtion touching the 1Z7ofcovites relating only. 
to 7ravſubſtantiation, *tis evident it would be a Digreſſion from the Point 
in hand to diſcuſs the intire paſſage of Zaſicius to know whether he impures 
to the Armenians the beliet of the real Preſence. Ir will appear by what we 
ſhall fay in the following Chapters what we may judge of them touching 
this particular. The Queſtion now concerns only the Mofcovites ; and 
what Zaſicins ſays concerning their worſhipping les religioufly the Sacra- 
mentthan the Armenians 1s uncontroulable, contidering the teſtimonies we 
have produced in the ſecond Book,of Szcranns a Chanon of Cracovia, Fubn 
de Zaſco Arch Biſhop of Gneſze, and Scarga the Feſnire; who exprefsly de- 
poſe that the Ruians of whom the Moſcovites area part, dv indeed adore &® 
the Bread before its conſecration, butafterwards ſhew it no reſpe& nor ve- 
neration, ſcattering the Crums thereof on the ground. It is to no purpoſe 
for Mr. 4rzand to {ay that that which hinders them from giving the Zucha- 
riſt after conſecration an external honour 1s,that the Conſecration is perfor- 
med in a place ſeparate from the people, and that *tis out of reſpe& to the 
Sacrament that the People are deprived for fome time of the fight of this 
Myftery *Tis evident theſe are mere Subterfnges. Did they worſhip theSacra- 
ment with an internal adoration,they would declare as much themſelves, and 
eaſe Mr. Arnaud of the trouble of ſearching their Secretthoughts. They wonld 
ſhew it by ſome expreſſion of external Reverence, and for this effe& ex- 
poſe the Sacrament to the Eyes of the People, the People wonld at leaft 
make profeffion of adoring it before they received it, and the Prieſts would 
adore it in the Sanftuary when they had conſecrated ir. Yet do theſe 
Authors abſolutely fay that they give it no adoration.7>is,fays Mr. 4rnand, 7;;,, © , 
is not ſo, for Oderbornus tells as that the Prieſt comes from the Santtnary and Paz. 412. 
walking leaſarely ſhows the People that mhich he has conſecrated in ſecret: that 
then the People fall down on their Knees the Prieft ſaying to *em in the Moſcovit 
Languaze, Behold the Body and Blood of our Lord F*ſus Chriſt whom the 

Jews 


—— 
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Jews unjuſtly put to death. But we have ſhewed in the third Book when we 
treated of the Adoration of the Sacrament that Oderborn is apparently miſta. 
ken, having taken a Ceremony which is uſed before the conſecration of the 
Bread,as if it were uſed after this Conſecration. The Moſcovites even as the 
Greeks do but once ſhew the People the Bread and Wine, raking one 
turn round the Church before the Conlecration, which they call thegrear 

Entrance. If Mr. Arnaud knows not this he is ignorant of a Matter wel! 

known by others, and if he does know it, he ſhews little lincerity, in 

deſigning to prevail over us by means of Oderborn's miltake. 


> &.» 8 * 


Of the ARMENIANS. 


That the Armenians do not believe Tranſubſtantiation : Fir 
Proof taken from that the Armenians believe the Humane Nature of 
onr Saviour (briſt was ſwallowed up by the Divinity, 


\ X TEE ſhall not here particularly treat of the Melchites or Syrians, 
as well for that Mr. Arnaud acknowledges, they dif not at aff 
from the Greeks in their Religion ; as that likewile what he al- 
ledges concerning them out of the Notes of Abraham FEchellenſis Marozite 
on the Catalogue of Cz/dear Books made by Abed-ZFeſu a Neſtorian Biſhop,de- = 
ſerves not our conſideration. The Teſtimony of Abraham Echellenſis is of no 
@ credit,and I refer my ſelf thereuponto Gabriel Sionita his Country man who 
has ſet him forth as an ignorant and impertineat Fellow,a Lyer and Impoſtor. 
Theſe two perſons had both of them their Education at Rowe in the Semi- 
nary of the AZaroxites, both endeavouring to advance the Roman intereſt, 
but falling out about the Edition of the , Bible in Syriack, Gabriel thought 
himſelf obliged totell Abraham his own and publiſh his defeCts, he therefore 
puts forth a ſmall Book which he calls, Commonitorium Apologeticum, 
wherein he repreſents him in the aforementioned manner. He reproaches 
him with his dividing the whole Seminary at Rome, for his treachery to the 
Patriarch of the Aaronites; impoling on Prince Fachraddin,tor cheating the 
Duke of Florence, and with his being baniſhed his own Country, his 
Impriſonmeat at Florerce for his Crine, and in fine threatens him for 
the compleating of his ſhame to Print thoſe Letters he received from Mount 
Liban, Rome, and Florence which give an Account of his Life. But beſides 
there is not any thing in theſe paſſages but may well agree with the 
Elypotheſis of the Greeks, ſuch as we have ſhewed it to be in the two fore- 
going Books as will appear to him that ſhall take the pains to read them in 
Mr. 2rnaud's Book, and apply to them the Anſwers 1 made to ſeveral 


other 
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other ſuch like paſſages, which are needleſs here to be re- 


peated. 


WEE muſtcome then to the Armenians, I ſhall inſiſt the longer upon 
them as well for that Mr. 4-444 has diſcourſed much about them, as for 
that they are a great people, and an entire Church by themſcelyes. They 
are long ſince ſeparated from the Greek Church, and thereis a deadly fewd 
betwixt them 1n reference to Religion. Yet are they both extream ig- 
norant ofthe deſign of Chriſtianity, and the ignorance of the Armenians 
ſurpaſſes that of the Greeks as appears from the Teſtimony cited in my 
ſecond Book. I will add that of the Biſhop of Heliopolis in his relatian 
printed at Paris 1668. 7 gave, lay's he, a Viſit to the Patriarch of the Rei. of Mit 
Armenians zear the City of Hervian in 4 famous fonaſtery of Eutychian fionarys and 
Hereticks who are no kfs obſtinate than ignorant, 7 found there amoneg/t Vojage of 
others a certain Perſon who having been in Poland had ſome ſmatterings of by Ml _— 
Latine, / would have diſcourſed with hins touching the Principal Hereſie of Pallu. Bifh. 
Eutichus, but he cunningly avoided it. 7 left this Monaſtery little ſatisfied of Heliopolis, 
with theſe Religious,who ſhow little Piety, although they profeſs much, and live 
auſterely. So Cyrillus Patriarch of Conſtantinople, deſcribing in one of his 
Letters to Hytenbogard the four Sets of Eaſtern Chriſtians, with which Foig. Viror 
the Greeks held nocommunion, to wit, the Armenians, Coptics, Maronites, Erudicor. © 
and Zacobites, lay's among(t other things, that they live like Beaſts, and Etift. 2 Cy- 
re ſo prodigiouſly Joynorant that they ſcarce know what they believe then =- Wy- 
elves. 


THE Zatins have long ſince uſed their utmoſt power tobring over theſe 
Armenians to''um, and ſubmit them to the See of Rome. They have for 
this purpoſe ſent Miſſions which they have renewed, or augmented as 
Occaſion required. They have taken the courſe of Seminaries, and from 
time to time _— managed the Intereſts of Princes and Kings of 
Armenia, and that not ſeldom with Succeſs. $o that as there are at preſent 
two forts of Greeks, the one called the reunited ones, and_ the other 
Schilmaticks ; ſo there are likewiſe two forts of Armenians the one that 
acknowledges the Authority of the Pope called Frank- Armenians, for inthe 
Eaſt they call all the Zatins of whatſoever Nation they be Frazks ; the 
others thoſe thar pon pt nigas only their own Patriarchs, or Catholicks as 
they term them, and are called only Armenians. 


OUR Queſtion only then concerns theſe laſt, and to know whether 
they do, or donot believe 7ranſubtantiation, The firſt Argument I offer 
for the maintaining the Negative which I affirm, is, that 7ranſubtantiation 
is inconſiſtent with the Hereſie of Zuthyches of which the Lrmenians make 
profeſſion. They hold there is but one fingle Nature in Jeſus Chriſt, 
which is the Divine, that the humane Nature was mixt or confuſed in the 
Eſſence of the Divinity. How then is it poſſible that having this Opinion 
they can at the ſame time believe the Subſtance of Bread to be changed 
into the Subſtance of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt? For if our Saviour Chriſt 
has no longer a Body, ifthe humane Nature do's no longer ſubſiſt accor- 
dingto them, this would be to charge them with the greateſt Abſurdity, 
that is to ſay, a manifeſt contradiftion, to imagine they. believe the 
change in Queſtion ; ſeeing to believe it, it muſt be neceſſarily ſuppoſed, 
not only that our Saviour Chriſt has a Body, but likewiſe that his Body isdi- 
ſtinQ from the Divinity. VP 

Ccc ME. 
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by two Anſwers, which we muſt diftintly examine one after another, 
The firſt amounts to this,7hat ſuppoſing the Armenians werereal Eutychiens, 
yet do's it not thence follow that their Opinion s inconſiſtent with Tranſubſtan- 
tiation, or that they do not admit it after their Faſhion. For although they 
ſay there was but one Nature inour Saviour Chrift after the Union, and that 
the Human Nature was ſwallowed up by the Divine, yet do they aſſert that 
the Virein Mary browght forth a Son that appeared to have a Body like 
other men ; that the Apoitles converſed with our Saviour as a man, that the 
Jews took him for a man, that they crucified hin as a man. -Whence he 
concludes that this ſwallowing up of the Humane Nature conſiſted rather 
according to the Eutychiens, in the change of all the Natural proprieties 
which they called Nature, thanin the annihilation of Nature it ſelf taken for 
the Subſtance and internal being. That this — appears by all their 
Writings who have undertaken to refute the Eutychiens, and by the. Euty. 
chiens themſelves. For the Gajanites who are Eutychiens at farthe#t diſtance 


from the Catholicks, yet acknowledge they receive in the holy Communion the 


very Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt the Son of God, and who was incarnate, and 
born of the Virgin Mary the Mother of God. 


APPLYING this afterwardsto the Queſtion of the Fucharif, he 
ſay*s,that they believe with al other Chriſtians, that this ſame Feſus Chriſt born 
of the Virgin , ſeen in the World, crucified, and riſen, is really preſent 
zn the Euchariſt, that the Bread is really changed into this Feſus Chriit, But 
denying as they do, that the Body of Feſus Chriſt was a diſtini# Nature from 
the Divinity, ſo they will not allow the Bread which i tranſubſtaatiated into 
Feſus Chriſt to be any other Nature than the Divinity, that is to ſay, a 
deified Body, a Body mixt and confuſed with the Divinity by the loſs f it's 
natural Proprieties rather than of its Subſtance. Mr. Arnaud do's likewiſe pro- 
miſe us that in the Examination of what Zheodoret has written he will mare 
diſtinaly explain wherein conſiſts this ſwallowing up of the Humane Na-. 
ture according to the Zxtychiens. 


I know not what elucidations he may one day give us, but if they be no 
betrer then what he now tells us, they will be of no greatuſe, for 'tis certain 
there was never a more crude diſcourſe than that which he now gives 
us : Firſt, What ſignifies the telling us that the Zutychiens acknowledged 
the Virgin ary brought forth a Son that. appeared to have a Body like 
other men , that the Apoſtles converſed with him, as with a man, and 
that the Fews took himfora man ? what ſignifies this to the proving that 
they did not deny the inward ſubſtance of the Humanity remained in 
Jeſus Chriſt, but ſaid only that all the natural Proprieties which they call 
Nature was changed ? There would be more likelyhood in concluding from 
hence the contrary,viz.that according tothe Zutychiensthe inward Subſtance 
was changed, and the natural Proprieties remained ; for if we really di- 
ſtinguiſhtheſe Proprieties, from the Subſtance, it is immediately on them and 
noton the inward Subſtance, whereon dependsones being a man, and being 


taken for {uch.So that Mr. 4rnasd in ſaying the Apoſtles converſed with our 


Saviour as a man, and that the Fews took him for a man, eſtabliſhes a 
principle which not only concludes nothing of what he pretends but rather 
thecontrary,which doesſhew in my opinion that he was in great perplexity 


when he wrote this Chapter. 2.Do's he not know thatthe Euzychiens,and 
| eſpecially 
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eſpecially the Armenians when they are urged by paſlages of Scripture 
which attribute to our Saviour Chriſt all the out-ward CharaGers of a real 
Man, fhat he was born, converſed with his Apoſtles, cat and drank, was 
dead and” rifen again, that his Soul was opprefſed with ' ſadneſs, 8c; 
whence we conclude he had a real humane Nature, anſwered, that all theſe 
things happened only in appearance, andthat it was the Divinity itſelfthat 
aſſumed all theſe External Forms, which yet had in themſelves no reality; 
Pope Fohn the ſecond ſpeaking of the Dottrine of the Zutychiens, Me muer Joan: 
tonfeſs, ſay's he, that the Holy Vigin is properly and truly the Mother of God 4 Ph og 
incarnate and born of her. I ſay properly and truly to the end it may not be Bibl, Parr. 

imagined that he took of the Virgin a Phantaſme or not real Fleſh according 19-4 exit 

to the Doftrine of the impious Eutychiens. .Zhe followers of Eutyches' and ttarmeno». 4: 
Dioſcorus , ſay's Harmenopulus , affirmed the Son of God was made may Set. Arc 5. 
in appearance, having only one Nature, Nitephorws Culliſtus confirms the m4 meh 

fame thing. 7hbe wrerched Eutyches, fay's he, did indeed acknowled ED 


"e Cod Ecclel: 

to be born 7 the Virgin Mary, and that the Virgin was the Mother of God, Lb.18 C. 48. 
and fo = is Doltrine ts ſound and true. But he likewiſe held that the Fleſh of $934 30 
Feſus Chriſt was feigned, that the Word was changed and made Fleſh after an © 
immutable manner, that he feigned in appearance the whole Oeconomy of our 

Satvation, and that whatſoever of corporeal appeared in him was only a Phan- 

taſme and Fiftion. The ſame thing appears in reſpe& of the Armenians 

from the Information which Pope Benedi# the twelfth gives us of their 

Errors. Forthe twenty eighth Article has theſe words. 7h: Armenians tzow- 

ing not what anſwer to give the paſſages of the Goſpel which aſſert our Sxviour had 

a real humane Body after his Reſurreition, foraſmuch as they affirm that at the 

moment of the Union the Humane Nature was converted into the Divinity, 

anſwer that the will of God as it pleaſed wrought all theſe things, by which: it 

ſeemed he had a Humane Body, altho in «ffet# he had none. And in the 
following Article. Alrho the Armenians hold that after the Union there was 

only in our Saviour Chriit the Divine ature into which the Humane 1\1ture 

was converted, yet they ſay, aud bold that the Divine Nature ſo depended or 

the willof Chriſt, that he did with it what he pleaſed, Cyrillus in his Letter to 
HWitembogard relates he held a conference with-one of the chief of the 

Armenian DoQtors named Bar/abas, in the Temple of F-ruſalem, before all 

theÞeople, and that the SubjeQ of their Diſpute was, /hether our Saviour Gy, poi 
Chriſt converſed with men, and died in appearance only KaT& qavredar, becaule ad Wits ig 
adds he, e Armenians believe he ſuffered death Kata qurraoey,' in'aps EPilt. viror, 
pearance ani not really. The Facobites who are Futychiens as. well as the © 
Armenians ay likewiſe the ſame thing on this Subject according to the - -- 
Relation of Fohn Cotovic. They affirm, lay's he, that the Fleſh which tiger, mw; 
Chriſt took was not of the ſame Nature as ours, and that the Hord" was not 8&Syria Aut, 
changed into true Fleſh but into 7 know not what ſceming and phantaſtick Fleſh, Founne. Cato 
and that he rather ſeemed to be a man, and born and aye than really to -_— ine 
do ſo. So that they teach that all the Myſteries." of our Salvation, the © 
Incarnation, Paſſion, Reſurrettion of Feſus Chritt, his Aſcention into Heaven, 

and his ſecond coming are bare Semblances and Appearances, and by this means 

make all theſe Myſteries meer Hufons.' This is the true Opinion of the Zut1- 

chiens. So far are they from giving Mr. Arnaud Reaſon'toconcludethar they 

conſerve in Jeſus Chriſt the inward Subſtance of the Humanity, that on the 

contrary it appears they have only recourſe to theſe” vain : appearances 

to defend themſelves againſt the paſſages of Scripture.by which is-proved 

apainft them the Reality of the Humane Subſtancein this Divine Saviour, 
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I11L WERE their Sentiment ſuch as Mr. frn»«d ſuppoſes itto be, 
how comes it to paſs they have never declared as much ? Wheace is it 
they have ever ſay'd the humane Nature was ſwallowed up by the 
Divine, that it was changed into the Divinity, mixt and confuſed with 
the Divinity, without ever minding to clear up this difficulty in faying 
that by Nature they underſtood not the inward Subſtance, but only all the 
inward Proprieties, and that they confeſſed this Subſtance remained intire? 
How comes it that thoſe whodiſputed againſt them, or that have related 
their Errors never made this pretended Diſtintion of Mr. Arnand, nor 
declared this new Sence in which the word Nature is to be taken, to wit, 
for all the natural Proprieties, diſtin& and really ſeparate from the inward 
Subſtance?Whence is it that Mr. 4r4sd having fo ſharply iaveighed hereto- 
fore againſt the Equivocations of the Greeks and Zatins , now thinks fit 
to admit a perpetual one between the Orthodox and Emtychiens, the one 
taking the Term of Nature in one Sence, and the other in another, and 
diſputing ſo many Ages againſt one another without explaining themſelyes 
ms underſtanding one another ? For it does not appear from Authors 
that wrote againſt the Furychiens, that they took in this occaſion the term 
of Nature for the Natural propriety in oppoſition to the inward Subſtance, 

'_ as it pleaſes Mr. Arnavd to ſuppole without proof. It appears on the 
SIR - contrary that they have taken it for the Subſtance it {elf with it's Proprieties. 
Die 4 the humane Subſtance, ſay's Gelaſius, bas ceaſed to be, the Humanity having 
Neftuibid, en transfuſed or intirely changed into the Divinity as they imagine, it follows 

that the humane form having no longer it's proper Subject has ceaſed to be 

likewiſe. And in another place of the ſame Treatiſe. /f they do not deny, 

.. FHGy's he, that FeſmeChriſt warreal man, it follows he remained naturaly in 
_ an 5 the Propriety of his Subſtance, for otherwiſe he would not be real man, 

W* Hhen you ſay, fay's Vigilius, that the Hord and Fleſh are but one 

only Subſtance it ſeems that you inſinuate there are two Perſons 
in our Saviour Chriſt. And a little farther, * the Word and 
the Fleſh are one and the ſame Subſtance according to your Opinion, 
there would be two Perſoms, one of the Hord, and the other of the Fleſb, who 
would have one and the ſame common Nature. Theodoret diſputes in the ſame 
manner againſt them by ſuppoſing they affirmed that the ane Subſtance 
Theodor wyas ſwallowed up by the Divinity , and he concludes his Argument taken 
Dial: fromthe Zucherif in theſe words, The Body then of Feſue Chriit keeps it's 
Fulbymn. firſt Form, Figure,Circamſcription, 4nd, in « word, it has the Subſtance of a Bo- 
Parop-Tit. 20. dy. Fnthymins hereupon relates a paſſage of St. 3ximw which expreſly al. 
Du Perron of rts,hat Eutyches cowfeſſed the Unity of the two Natures,but denyed they differed 
the Euch. © in Eſſence, introducing a confuſion of Natures, Even Cardinal Perron him- 
Zibs 2.C, 12. ſelfaltho a great Zealot for 7ranſubſtaxtiation, acknowledged this truth, 
that the Zuxchiews held, the humane Subſtance ceaſed to be in our Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt. For he ſay's that the Orthodox Chriſtians maintained againſt 
the Hereticks that this Subſtance remained, becauſe the Form, Figure 
and Circumſcription of Body which could not be in our Saviour Chriſt 
without the natural Subſtance was to be found in him. Whoſcever 
believes Mr. 4r»avd muſt acknowledge the World has been grolly miſtaken 
in imagining that the Ziychiens aboliſhed the Humane Subſtance in our 
Saviour Chriſt when they ſay'd the created Nature was fivallowed up in the 
Abyſs of the Divinity, whereas according to him by the term of Nature 
they meant only the Natural Proprietics. And it muſt be moreover ac- 


knowledged that the Zutychiens have been to this day very blind in not 
| diſcovering 


Fo, 
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diſcovering this miſtake in the Orthodox Chriſtians, and very uncharitable 

in not indeavouring to undeceive them by a means which would coſt 
them ſo little. But toſpeak better, It muſt be acknowledged that Mr. 
Arnaud is noſuch great enemy to Equivocations, for when he has need of 
them; he can well diſpence with them, how rerrible and dreads! ſoever 
he has made them in other occaſions, wherein he believed it was his intere ft 
to eſtabliſh there could not be any ſuch between the Zatins and Greeks. 


IV. AS towhathe tells us concerning the Gayenttes fromthe Relation 
of Anaftaſtns Sinaite, that they did howloever acknowledge we receive in 
the Communion, #he very Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt the Sow of God 
incaynate and born of the H. Virgin Mary the Mother of God, there is far 

ter reaſon to ſay that by this Body they meant a Myſtery which repre- 
ented the'Body ſwallowed up by the Divinity, than tofay they meant his 
very Subſtance. For if what Mr. 4-nau4 ſay's of them be true that they 
were Eutychiens fartheſt off from the Catholicks in their Opinions we now 
ſaw that the Zutychiens believed not that this Subſtancg ſubliſted diſtiaRt 
from the Divinity. Why then ſhall we not expound what 4>4#:{ius 
Sinaite rakes the Gayanites ſay, by what good and conſiderable Authors 
relate of the Eutychiens, rather than to give the lye to theſe Authors, and 
corre& what they {ay by the Diſcourſe of ſuch an impertinent Perſon as 
Anaſtaſius, whom Mr. Arnaud himſelf has been forced to deſpiſe in citing 
bim, as appears by what we have ſeen in the preceding Book ? 


THUS have I refuted Mr. Arnaud's firſt Anſwer. Lot us fee 
whether there be any more Strength in his ſecond. It conſiſts in maintain- 
ing that the greateſt part of the Armenians were but hatf Eutychiens ; hat 
i to ſay, they did not in any wiſe admit the confuſion of Natures, that they 
condemned Eutyches, 4nd that their Error confifted oxly in their refufing to uſe 
the Expreſſion of the rwo Natures, aſſerting our Saviour had but one. 


THIS is a Queſtion of fat which muſt be decided by the Teftimony 
of Authors. We ſhall ſee hereafter whoare thoſe that Mr. Arnaudalledges 
in his favour, We muſt only here obſerve that he unjuſtly exclaims 
apainſt Futhymius Zigabenias a Greek Monk, and one /ſaxc a Catholick of 
Armenia who have attributed plainly and harmleſly the Error of Zaryches 
to the Armenians ; So that at preſent we ſhall lay afide the Authority of 
theſe two Perſons, ſeeing he is pleaſed to except againſt them, and betake 
our ſelves to othgr Witneſſes for the ending of this difference.” Here are 
others then which are not to be contemned, whether we regard their 
number or quality. The firſt is a Gree# Author named Se. NVicon who 
lived in the Gventh Century.There is in the Fib/iotheca Patrum 2 Letter or a 
Treatiſe of his under the Title, De pefimorum Armeniorum pefims Religione. 
He exaQly enough deſcribes in it the Errors of this Nation, and amongſt 
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others mentions this, that they hold the confufion of the two Natures of Feſus Et. 4+ 


Chriſt, in the Union. Itidem, ſay's he, & in duaruns Chrifts Natararum Unione 
confuſionem decernunt. He lay's likewiſe they hold rhe Divine /Vature is 
paſſible, that being fallen into the Frror of the Aphtartodocites they believe 
the Trinity has ſafſered ; and «ltho they durſt not openly explain themſetves, yer 
they do plainly intimate it by the things they do, for they take three Croſſes, and 
faſtning them to a Stake call this the Holy Trinity. Now here is (according 
to Mr. .45nad) a third Impoſtor, that falſly accuſes the frmeniens to 
believe the confuſion of Natures. He muſt be excluded as well as Ewyehss 
an 


i 
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and 7ſzac ; but if Mr. Arnaud continues inthis captious humor he will neye; 


want exceptions againſt Authors. 


TO MNicon we muſt add Vicephorus Calliſtus a famous Hiſtorian 4. 
mongſt the Greeks; who ſpeaking of theſe ſame Armenians refers the 
original of their Hereſie to one Facob the Author of the Se& of the 
Facobites ; and adds, ſometimes they ſay the word aſſumed an incorruptible 
Body, uncreated, heavenly, impaſſible, ſubtile, which is not of the ſame $4b- 

Nicephor.Ca1, J#796* with curs, yet has all the Accidents of Fleſh, in appearance and after 
hin Eeclel the manner of a ſpettrum. Sometimes likewiſe they affirm the Fleſh of th- 
Lib 18. C.5;- JYord was converted into the Nature of the Divinity, and became conſubſtantiul 
with it. They do for the moſt part deny the Word aſſumed a humane Bo!y 
of the Virgin, and ſay that having been changed without a Change, and made 
Fleſh he has only paſſed through the Virgin, and faſtned his Divinity to the 
Crofs , and altho it be neither finite nor circumſcribed yet be has depoſited it in 
the Sepulchre. They deny the Birth of Chriſt according to the Fl, affirming 
it hapned in appearance only. Is the Celebration of the Euchariſt they 
ſe the Azyme and not Bread. They put no Water ts the Chalice, deſion- 
ing to repreſent thereby that there is but one Nature in Feſus Chriſt ; where. 
as we by the mixture of Water with Wine, repreſent the Union of the 
two Natures, It cannot be more clearly afttirmed that the Armenians are 
real Futychiens, ſecing he not only attributes to them the believing that 
the humane Nature was converted into the Nature of the Divini- 
ty, but made conſubſtantial with it - But he is too a terrible 
Calumniator , if we believe Mr, Arnaud. Howlocver let us pro- 


ceed. 


GUY Carmus wholived about the year 1340. and has exaQly reckon: 
—_ _ - ed uptheErrors of the Armenians in his Book of Herefies ; exprelly tell us 
de hzref. de they follow the Opinions of Dioſcorus, deny/ng with him the two Natures of 
har. Arm. Feſus Chriſt, to wit the Divine and Humane, inthellyity of Pe? ſom, That they 
_ admit only one Naturein Feſws Chriſt, that is the Divine ; one Vit, and one 

Operation. And in the twelfth Error he remarks They held that after the 
Union, the Humane Nature Was converted into the Divine ; ſothat as there is 
but one Perſon in Feſus Chriſt, ſo there is but one Nature in him, towit the Divine, 
and that they cruelly perſecute thoſe that hold there are twa Natures inFeſus Chriſt, 


the Divine and Humane. 


IN the year 1341, the then Pope cauſed this Information to be drawn 
up,touching the Errors of the Armenians which wehavealready mentioned, 
and ſhall have farther occaſion to diſcourſe of hereafter. The ſecond 
Article has theſe words, That there was held heretofore a Council in 
Armenia, wherein aſſiſted the Catholick, that is to ſay, the Patriarch of the 

Raynald.ad Armenians, with their Biſhops, Dottors, and the Patriarch Fa the $uriens. 
Me 1341 That in this Council was rejetted the Council of Chalcedon, elpecially becauſe 
it had determined we muſt believe there are two Natures in F«{#s Chriſt; to 
wit the Humane and the Divine, and one only Perſon  ſubſifing in two Natnres, 
That the Council of the Armenians had on their fide determined , that as tn our 
Saviour Chriſt there is but one only Perſon, ſo likewiſe is there in him but one 
Nature, towit the Divine, one only Will, and one Operation 3 that they 
auathematiſed thoſe that affirmed the contrary, and perſecuted them not only 
by impriſonments, and loading them with Chains, but even to the putting 


them to death. That in this Council they had condemned Pope Leo and his 
Letters 
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Letters to the Fathers of Chalcedon, and Flavian the Patriarch of Conſtan- 
tinople, becauſe he aſſerted therein two Natures and one Perſon, two Wills and 
two Operations in our Saviour Chriſt, That in fine they Canonized Dioſcorus 
whom the Council of Chalcedon had condemned, and the Armenians celebrated 
his Feſtival three times in a year as a Saint ; and curſed Leo and the Conncil 
of Chalcedon which hadcondemned Dioſcorus. The twentieth Article bears, 
That the Armenians believe and hold, that the Fternal Son of God begotten 
of the Subſtance of the Father, has united to himſelf the Humane Nature, and 
was made man, yet in ſuch a manner that, in the Union, the Humane Nature 
was converted into the Divine Nature; and as there was after the Union bur 
one Perſon in Feſus Chriſt, fo is there but one Nature in it to wit the Divine 
and not the Fiumane, That they curſe all thoſe who ſay the contrary, ſo great- 
ly d:teſting thoſe that hold the two Natures in Jeſus Chriſt after the Union, to 
wit, the Divine and humane, that if auy Baptiſed Armenian amon;ft then 
ſayd this, they would not communicate with him ; bnt eſteem him as a Heathen 
and upon bis Return to the faith of the Armenians, rebaptiſe him neither 
more nor leſs then if he came from Paganiſm ; and after this ſecond Baptiſm 
lay twenty years Pennance oz him. And 1n the twenty firſt Article. 7bz 
Armenians believe and hold that becauſe after the Union of Natures in Feſus 
Chriſt, the Humane Nature was converted into the Divine, jn (uch a manner 
tbat from that wery moment there was only the Divine Nature in him,) the 
Divinity has been paſſible and impaſſible, mortal and immortal, according as 
our Saviour himſelf pleaſed, and that thus he has ſuffered and is dead 
intheDivine Nature becatſe he would, havins no humane Nature when 

. be ſuffered and dyed. Do's Mr. Arnaud imagine we {hall reſt 
contented when he ſhall tell vs, that all theſe things are meer impo- 
{tures ? 


FUGENUS IV. inſtructing the Armeniansin the Council of Florezce 

ſufficiently ſhews he takes them for real and pertedt Zutychiens, for he cnci!, Front, 
chiefly apply's himſelf to ſhew them the deciſions of the Council of 
Chalcedon, and teach them that our Saviour Chriſt is conſubſtantial with us, 
and having took on him a real humane Nature, this Nature has ſubſliſted, 
and do's ſtill ſubſiſt, in the hypoſtatical Union, without confulion or con- 
verſion. We need but read this Diſcourſe to find that it's drift is tooppoſe 
againſt the Errors of the Armenians, the contrary DoQrines which mult 
be held to be conformable with the Church of Rome ; and that one of the 
principal points he deſigned to inſiſt on, was that of the two Natures in 
Jeſus Chriſt, againſt the Hereſie of Futyches. And this is the opinion of SPYrlzr. 2n- 
Mr. Sponde Biſhop of Pamiez. He do's not give them, ſay's he, in his OG 
Decretals, all the Articles of the Chriſtian Faith, but contents himſelf (as I Ann. 111. 
take it) with thoſe whereis they erred, or of which they doubted. And firft 
he gave them the Symbol of the Councel of Conftantinople,vith the Addition of 
the Filioque, to havs it ſung in Churches, then the Definition of the Council of 
Chalcedon, tonchins the two Natures of Feſus _—_ in Unity of Perſon. 
Thirdly, the Definition of the ſixth Council touching the two JFills, and two 
Operations in our Saviour Chriſt. Fourthly, becauſe the Armenians h:4 
acknowledged hitherto only the three firſt Councils that of Nice, Conſtantino- 
ple, 414 Epheſus, rejeiFing thoſe that were held afterwards, he ſpews them 
that the Council of Chalcedon which they believed favoured the Neſtorian 
Fereſie, did as well condemn Neſtorius, as Eutyches, and thet they muſt 
receive it, 


PRATEOLMS 
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Prateol.E-' PRATEFOLUS who made a Catalogue 'of all the SeQs, lay's, 
us. Heret. that "tis eaſie i conjetture by reading of Hiſtory why the Armenians have 
e cArmen, ſeparated themſelves from the Church. That "tis becauſe of the Council of 


Chalcedon, for this Council conderwned Eutyches and Diolcorus whoſe Opinz- 
ons they followed. 


FO H N Cottovic a Famous Traveller that relates what he learnt from 


Cottowiceltner 


Hierof, et Syri, the Armenians thermlelves,tells us,7at the Armeniansas well as the Jacobites 
Lib.i. ds acknowledge but one Nature in Feſus Chriſt, one /Vill- and one Operation. 
eArmcn: | lowed up in the Ab 16 h PIR, 
and ſay the Humanity was ſwa owea up »s of the Divinity , 

4 manner that the Divinity and Fleſh became but one and the 


in ſuci 
fame thing. 


The Voyages IT is inthe ſame Senſe that Pzerro Della Yalle comparing the Arme. 

— ———oms u1ans With the Georgians, lay's, Ti hat *tts not to be doubted but the Georgians 

3.P.1o79, are better Chriſtians then the Armenians, who hold the Frrors of Dioſcorus 
whoſe Opinions are far more Pernicionus, groſs and numerous, than thoſe of all 
the other Chriſtian Nations in the Faſt. 


Fpift.2.adllz, TT ſeems tome likewiſe that Perſon muſt be extreme obſtinate that will 
_ notacquieſce in theTeſtimony of Cyrillus the Patriarch of Hexaxaria, (alrea- 
dy mmentioned)who lived in themidft of thoſe people,who aſſares one of their 
Dodtrines is, that all theſe humane Accidents, which the Goſpel denotes 
in our Saviour Chriſt, as for Inſtance, to be born, to have converſed with 
men, to bedead, 8&c. did not happen to him really but only in appearance 
Kart qpavrxdxy, How great averſion ſoever Mr. Arnaud may have to 
Cyrillus his Perſon, Ido not believe he imagins, that this Patriarch had our 
Diſpute in his mind, nor wrote upon my Account his Conference with 
the 4rmenian DoQtor Barſabas; we may therefore gather from his Teſti- 
mony, that the Armenians are perfect Entychiens, for if they believed there 
was1n our Saviour a real humane Nature, which is to ſay, that he was 
real man, and the whole Difficulty conſiſted only in the Term of Nature, 
Which they would not receive, why ſhould: they affirm that his Con- 
verſation' here on Earth , his Death and ReſurreQion .were only in 
appearance ? *Tis evident they admit theſe falſe and deceitful Ap- 
pearances, only becauſe they deny the reality of the Subſtance, or Humane 

Nature. | 
_—_ HOW willing ſoever 7homas a Zeſu has been to mollify the extrava- 
ſalute om. gant Opinionsof the Eaſtern SeQts,yet he tells us of the Armenians, That they 
_ _ "4 Llieve but one Nature, one Hill and one Operation of our Zord Feſus Chriſt. 
= Letters And Barbereas the Jeſuit, an Emiſſary of Con##antinople writing to one of the 
from forrein Society teſtifies the ſame thing. /hat ſhall 7 ſay,ſay's he,of the Armenians that 
CN of are here (at Conſtantinople) zo the Number of above ſixty thouſand in a more 
the Mitions, Aeplorable condition than the Greeks? For beſides that they are as ignorant 
as them, they have a particular Hereſie which diſtinguiſhes them from others; 
for they hold there is but one Nature in our Saviour Chriſt, and keep ſo firm 
zo this Opinion, that *tis 4 crime amongſt them, ſo much as to mention 
the contrary. Hedo'snot ſay *tis a bare Equivocation in the Word Nature, 
as Mr. rand would perſwade us, but a Herelic, a falſe Opinion, and an 
Opinion of which they are ſo greatly conceited, that they hold the contra- 
dicting of it a Crime. But how can this be if they condema Zutyches and 
Dioſeorus, 
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3, Dioſcorus, and affirm not the Humane Nature was confounded and ſwal- 
, lowed up inthe Divine : 1t they grant the Humane Nature as well as the 
f Catholicks, and their Error confilts only in retuling to uſe the expreſſion of 
fe 


thetwo Natures, as Mr. Arnaud aflures us. 


BUT after all theſe Teſtimonys I think I may re-ſtabliſh the Authority 


of Futhymins Z igabenus the Greek Monk, and that of /ſaac an Armenian 
, Catholick, who have both of *em Written againſt the S:b;ſmatical Armes- 
, nians, and ſay the ſame thing as the reſt. Mr Arnasd lays, they prevari- 
l cate and impoſe on their Readers, bur what I now come from relating 
; ſufficiently juſtifies rhem from this Accuſation. After the Councel of Chal- 


cedon , ſays Euthymius, the Armenians at the /nſtigation of one Hilariss 
Manadacanus, and other Prophane Pridfts that were with him, ſeparated them- 
ſelves from the Catholick Church : nd having embraced the impious Opinion 
of Eutyches, Dioſcorus and other Monophyſical Hereticks thas bold only one 
Nature in our Saviour Chriſt, they added thereunto ſeveral other impious 
Doitrines , to make their Hereſte as it were more Compleat and Famous, For 
they ſay our Saviour Chriſt took on hins a Body which was not of the ſame ſubſtance 
45 0urs, that his is Incorruptible, Impaſſible, Subtil, Uncreated, and Heavenly, 
which ſeemed to exerciſe the Humane funitions, as to See, pn and Drink, and 
yet did none of all theſe things. They ſay moreover that the Fleſh of Chriſt was 
changed mmtothe Divinity, and madeof the ſame Eſſence with the Divinity it ſclf. 
Thet as a Drop of Honey or Vinegar caſt into the Sea is not ſeen, do's no longer 
ſubfift; ſo the Body of Chrift being ingulphed and ſwallowed up in the Ocean of 
the Divinity, keeps no longer its own Nature and propriety ; and thus there are 
not two Natures in Chriſt, but one alone, which is wholly Divine. And there 
fore they deny the Sacrifice of Bread, which is the fleſh of Chriſt, to bethe Body of 
Chriſt, but call it the Body of the Divinity. T7 hat when they are convinced and 
conitrained by ftrength of Argument to acknowledge our Saviour Chriſt to be both 
God and Man, they do it by diſſamnlation,for how cauthey ſeriouſly acknowledoe him 
to be Man, ſeeing as { already mentioned they affirms his ſubfance to be different 
from ours. T hey change, ſays aac,  thetraditions of the Catholick Church, and 
the myieries of Chriſt according to their blaſphemous fancy ; they do not call the 
Communion,or the Sacrifice of Bread which 1s the fleſh of our Lord Feſus Chriſt, 
the Body of Chrift as he himſelf has called it, but the- Divinity. 


Euthym, bar. 
fit. 20, 


MR. Arnaud may fay as long as he pleaſes that theſe two Authors miſrepre- 
ſent the Armenians in charging them with believing the Humane Nature to _ ſ- C. 6; 
heve been ingulphed by the Divine, and to be pure Emtychiens. What reaſon © 5 45% 
has he to think the World will be fatisfied with this anſwer, as if it were 
ſufficient for the rejefting of Authors tobring _ them bold accuſations, 
without = ground or proof z and humoroully maintain that what they 
m 1s falſe ? | 


BREEREWOOD, ſays he, and other modern Authors ſay as much. 14.0. ,; 6: 

As to Breerewood tis true he Goa that it ſeems by their confeſſion toaching the Breerewosgs.. 

Trinity, ſent by the Mandate of the Catholick of Armenia to the Patriarch of inquirys; 

Armenia about 9 years fince, that they have wholly renounced this Fancy. © ** 

But this confeſſion on which Freerewood groundy his ſuppolal is at moſt 

only the private ſentiment of this Catholick of :Armezis, and not that of 

this Church. If Breerewood adds any thing of his own Head, without any 

Proof, his bare word is not to be preferred before the Teftimony of other 

Authors, whom we have ds <Bedged : | that which we dave 
cen 
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ſeen of Cyril, and his diſpute againſt Barſab:s in rhe preſence of all (h; 


People, and in thevery Temple of Zer»ſalern is later than the confe( 
on he mentions. And ſo isthat alſo which Cotrovic relates. The Letter ©; 
Barbereau the Feſuit bears Date 1667. The Relation of the Biſhop 9 
Feliopolis which ſays (as we havealready ſeen, ) 7hat the Patriarch of the 
Armenians to whom he gave a viſit reſided near the City of Herivan, ian; 
famous Monaſtery of Futychien Hereticks who are no leſs objtinate than ignorant, 
and being d:ſirons to confer with one of theſe Monks on the principal Point of 
the Hereſie of Fityches, he cunninzly ſhunned the occaſion. This Relation If, 
is Dated 1668. All theſe Teſtimonys ſhew us, that the Armenians dc 
ſtill keep their Ancient error, and have in no wile changed their belief. 


BUT ſuppoſing they were changtd within theſe fifty or ſixty years as 
Breerewood imagins, yet would what Zuthymins, /ſazc,and other Authors ſay b, 
noleſs true, on the contrary theichange which Zreerewordattributes to them 
would only more Authorize their Teſtimony. For it it be true as Breere. 
wood ſays, that they have now renounced that Fancy, they had it then here. 
tofore, for People are not wont to renounce thoſe Opinions which they 
never held : ſo that the Argument drawn from their Dottrine touching 
the unity of the Nature of Zeus Chriſt to ſhew they do not believe Tran- 
ſubſtantiation do's ſtill continue in full force as to the time paſt; and all 
that Mr. Arnazd can conclude hence, is, that it is poſlible for the 
Body of a Church to change an Opinion and pals over to another which 
15 quite Oppoſite, withoutany noiſe ordiſturbance ;z whence it follows thatthe 
pretenſions of the Author of the Perperuity rouching the impoſlibility of a 
change are vain and groundleſs. As to thoſe other late Authors Mr. 
Arzaud ſpeaks of, when he pleaſes to give us a particular Account of 
them we will examine *em, but rhere's no Body but ſees, after what I have 
related, that he ought not to ſpeak ſo generally as he has done, 7hat 
other Modern Authors are agreed therein, ſeeing, Fobn Cottovic, Pietro Dells 
Valle, Cyrillus, Thomas a Feſu, Barberean, the Biſhop of FHeliopolis, are 
late Authors, and yet aſſertthe contrary of what Mr. Arnaud affirms. 


NEITHER can Mr. Ar»aud meliorate his cauſe by the Letter which 
was written by a Patriarch of Armenia, and ſent to the Emperour Emanuel, 
nor by the conference which 7heoriex this Emperour's Deputy had with 


this Patriarch ; altho it were true that this Letter has theſe Expreſſions, 


we hold there is but one Mature in Feſus Chriſt, not in confounding it, 45 
Eutyches does ; nor in denying Chrifts humane Nature like Apollinairus, 
but according to Cyrillus Patriarch of Alexandria in the Books he wrote againſt 
Neſtorius, in ſaying there was but one Nature of the Hord which is Incarnate. 
But we muſt not immediately Imagine that this was the ſentiment of the 
Armenian Church. It was the Patriarchs in particular, as appears by the 
Dialogue of 7heorieny. For after 7heorien had for a long time diſputedthar, 
our Saviour had two Natures, two Wills, and two Operations ; the Pa- 
triarch himſelf confeſſed this had been ever his Opinion fince he read the 
ſacred Writings. Whereupon 7heorien having demanded of him why he 
inſerted in his Letter to the Emperour, that there was but one only Nature 
in Zeſus Chriſt ; The Patriarch anſwered, that he had at that time in his 
thoughts the inſtance which is commonly made uſe of touching man who is 
made up of Body and Soul, and yet is {aid to have but one Nature, altho 
the two Natures of which he conſiſts remain without confufion,and change; 


and that he believed: St. Cyril meant the ſame. In fine he told him - 
wou 
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would ſhew him a ſecret which had not yet been Divulged amongſt his: 
People ? That there was a Patriarch of Armenia named Fobn, who was 
4 bitter Enemy to the Monopbyſits ; which is to lay, to thoſe that believe 
only one Nature in Feſ#s Chriſt ; and thathe had the writings of this Fohy, 
together with the approbation of another of his Predeceflors named Grepory ; 
who added-thereunto thele words, 7 believe likewiſe what the holy Patriarch 
has here written, and Anathematiſe thoſe that do not believe it- It is evident 
by all theſe circumſtances that the belief of the two Natures in Zeus Chriſt 
thus united to:make thereof but one, was not the publick ſentiment of the 
Armenian Church, but the private Opinion of the Patriarch, who diſputed 
withTheorien, and that he had taken this Opinion from the ſecret writings 
of this Fohn and Gregory. 


BUT it will be perhaps here demanded, how this perſon could in con- 
ſcience continue a Patriarch in the Armenian Church being of a contrary 
judgment. To anſwer this ObjeQtion, I need only give the Charatter of 
this perſon, ſuch as it appears to be in this ſame conference, and this will 
more confirm the truth of what I now ſaid. 7%is, ſays he, do 7 intend to do, 
Twill immediately write to all the Armenian Biſhops whithes ſoever they be to 
aſſemble in Council. And when met, 7 will produce all the Arguments alledged 
by the Armenians, and which in effef# do ſeem to favour them. Then will 7 
propoſe on the other hand all the contrary proofs which you have now offered me, 
and at firit wil take the Armenians part, and diſpute againit you, But inſen- 
fibly and by degrees, and with great caution, will begin to diſcover the Error of 
the Armenians, which has hitherto fo greatly obtained amongſt them. I will 
convince them by John the Patriarchs Book, and all the other Proofs you have 
furniſhed me with. In fine, 7 will declare my ſelf openly for the Greeks ( or to 
ſpeak better ) 7 will contend for the truth age«inſ# the Armenians. 7 hope by 
Gods aſſiſtance my ſheep will hear my voice azd follow me, ſo that there will be 
butone Flock andoneShephera. If all the Biſhops ſhall be for me, nothing will be more 
welcome to me : But if not, 1 will notwithſtanding confirm the true Doftrine to- 
getherwith thoſe on my fide;and ſend to the Emperour andyour Patriarch a writin 
under my Hand and Seal and ſigned by my Bifhops, containing the Orthodox Faith. 
Now this writing ſhall contain among ſt other Articles this ſee, That we receive 
the Holy, and univerſal Council of Chalcedon, and all the Holy Fathers which 
that Council has receiv'd. That we Anathematiſe all thoſe Anathematiſed by that 
Council, eſpcially,Eutyches 4nd Dioſcorus, a»d Severus,and Timotheus Aylu- 
rus,avd in gemeral all thoſe that have oppoſed thisCouncil.This Diſcourſe plainly 
ſhews that this good Patriarch was alittle Feſuitical, and did not make it a 
caſe of Conſcience to At a Deceitful part in his Council ; much leſs in his 
Church. But ris likewiſe Eaſy to gather hence that the ſentiment which he 
in the beginning propoſed in his Letter to the Emperour, and which occa- 
ſioned all this intrigue was not that of his Church, but his own particular, 
for had the difference between the Armenians and Greeks conſiſted only in 
the uſe of ſome terms as Mr. Arnaud tells us it did,there would have been no 
need of Stratagem to effe& this deſign. It would have been ſufficient to 
ſhew plainly that it was but an Equivocation, a miſ-underſtanding, or at 
moſt but a queſtion concerning words, which muſt not hinder the cffeRs 
of Chriſtian Charity. Neither was there any Neceſſity of promiſing the 
Emperours Deputy that there ſhould be inſerted in this new confeſſion of 
Faith an expreſs Article containing the Condemnation of Zutzches, and 
Dioſecorss, if in effe& the Armenians followed not their Opinions. 
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IT appears then from what I have ſaid, that Zutymizs and J/axc were nei. 
ther Impoſtors, nor Calumniators when they attributed to the frmeniay; 
the Herefie of Eutyches ; and ſaid their belief was that our Saviour Chr; 
had no real Humane Nature ; -but that his Humanity was ſwallowed yp 
or changed into the Divine Nature. After the depoſition of thoſe Authors 
I mentioned, there can be no reaſon for the calling in queſtion a thing fo cer- 
tain : now ithence manifeſtly follows that the f-menians eannot hold the 
Tranſubftantiation of the Zatims, that is to ſay, theconverſion of Bread into 
the] ſubſtance of the Body of Chriſt, ſeeing they hold our Saviour has 
no _ a Body ; and all Mr. Armavds exceptions are vain and to no 
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The Teftimony of ſome Authors who expreſly ſay ,or ſuppoſe that the 


Armenians hold not Tranſubſtanciation. 


3 


decides the queſtion, and needs not tobe confirmed by others, yer 

will we here produce the Teſtimony of ſeveral Authors of good 

credit that unanimouſly aflert the Armenians do not hold 7ran- 
ſubſtantiation nor the real preſence. 


LTH O the Proof I already Alledged in the preceding Chapter 


THE Firſt is Guy Carmus who aſſures us of it in expreſs terms, 7he 


ſuma de Rereſ. Tipenty ſecond Frror, lays he, of the Armenians conſiſts in their not believing 


de Her, Arm. 


Cap. 12. 


that after the conſecration 1s performed by the words of our Saviour Chriſt pro- 
nounced on the Bread, and Wine, the Body of Jelus Chriſt ts truly,and really 
contained under the ſpecies of Bread and Hine , but they hold they are only ſo by 
reſemblance and figure, [ing that owr Saviour Chriſt did not Tranſubſtantiate 
theBread and Hine into his real Body and Blood,but eſtabliſhed them only as a re- 
ſemblance and figure. And in another, place Arguing againſt their Opinion, 
The Armenians, lays he, have no Salvo for the truth of theſe words which they 
themſelves utter in the Canon of their Maſs , to wit, and that they may be made 
the real Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt. They thus expound them, the true Body, 
that is to ſay, the true reſemblance of the Body, but this expolition will not paſs, 
becauſe the true reſemblance of the Body of Feſus Chriſt is not tbe true Body of 
Feſus Chriſt, as the Image of « Manis not areal Man. Man is the true Image 
and reſemblance of God, but he is uot true God by Nature; if then this be only 
the reſemblance, and vot the truth, or the true Body of Chriſt as the Armenians 
falſly ſay, it cannot be called the trae Body. The. Author of the Perpetuity and 
Mr. Arnaud rejeQt this teſtimony, ask c'm why, they. can give you no 
other reaſon but this, That they believe Guy Carmes was miſtaken. *Tis 
indeed my Opinion that we muſt not decide queſtions of this importance 
by the Teſtimony of ſome particular Perſons who may deceive others or be 
deceiv'd themſelves. But as to Gry Carmes what likelyhood is there that a 

Religious 
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Religious, Who was all his life time devoted to the intereſts of the Roman 
Church, and otten employed by the Pope upon ſeveral Occaſions , as a 
moſt truſty Servant, and moreover a Perfon of good parts and conſiderable 
Learning in thoſe Days, being Prior General alſo of his order, Inquiſitor 
General of the faith, and Biſhop of Aajorca in the Batearien Iſles, and 
wrote of the Armenians ina Book which he made concerning Herefies, what 
likelyhood is there he ſhould write a thing ſo poſitively and clearly that the 
Armenians deny the real preſeace, were he not well aſſured of it ? What 
advantage could he expect by-imputing fal{ly to a whole Church an Opinion 
which he himſelt held to bea Damaable Error, and that at the ſame time 
wherein 'the Romans that perſecuted in the Weſt thoſe who were in this 
point of.the ſame judgment,and why would he give this advantage againſt 
Truth to thoſe deem'd Herericks ? Ir is moreover to be obſerv'd that Guy 
Carmes flouriſhed under the Popedom of Zoh» 22, that is to fay, in an Age 


ee 


wherein all the Eaſt was overſpread with Emiſſarys, and eſpecially Armenia Rina. 20 
whoſe King Offinins,embraced the Roman Religion, receiv'd the Preachers 39% 1; 18. 


which the Pope ſent him for the Inſtruction of his People, and ſer up 
Schools'thoughour all parts of 4-ezis to teach the Religion and Language 
of the' Zatins. It was then no difficult matter for a Perſon in thoſe 
circumſtances wherein Guy Carmes was who undertook to give an 
account of divers Hereſfies to inform - himſelf exaly what were the 
Opinions-of the Armenians. 


THE. Author of the Perpetwity to get clear from this Teſtimony be- pe, ,;,z. 
thought himſelf to ſay that Guy Carmes was the only Author that accuſed faith pars, 4, 
them of not agreeing with the Roman Church in the ſubjeQt of 7ranſubitan- ©. 3 


tiation. Deſpenſus, + Alphonſus de Caſtro ſay'd the ſame before him, and 'tis 
likely he grounded himſelf on their teftimony. But fo confident an aſſertion 
deſerved well perhaps to be examined beforeit betaken up, and the Autho- 
rityof two prejudic'd Perſons ought not to beof ſogreat weight with him but 
that he ought to have conſidered whether what they ſay be true. Mr. Arnaud 
has bin-2 little more circumſpeCt than the Author of the Perpetuity. I will 
not diſſemble, ſays he, that ſeveral Authors as well C. «holichs 4s Hereticks 
have accuſed tbe Armenians for nor believing the real preſence, Guy Carmes 
expreſly imputes to them this Frror. Prateolus ſex the ſame thing becauſe he 
coppys Guy Carmes his Hords. We ſhall ſoon ſee that Prateolus is not the 
only Perſon that has followed Guy Carmes. Ir is ſufficient to Remark here 


that Mr. Arnazd has believed the Author of the Perperuitys Theſis was nat 


juſtifyable, and therefore has choſe rather of his own accord to forſake it 
than to be forced to it by a conſiderable number of Authoritys. I confeſs 
this acknowledgment of Mr. Arnauds is praiſe-worthy, but this contident 
Aſſertion of the Author of the Perpetuity is not ſo, for altho a retraQtation 
5 4 vertuous effe, yet methinks a man ought to be ſparing in this particular. 
But to go on with our Proots. 


THE Second ſhall be taken from the Teſtimony of Pope Fob» 2 2. The 
Hiſtorian Raywaldus relates that in his time not only the Armenians which 
dwelt in Ci/ici« and frmeniaembracedthe DoQtrines of the Rowan Church, 
but thoſe alſo that were driven out by the Saracens and were withdrawn into 
Cherſonneſus Taurique ſubmitted themſelves to the Biſhop of Cc who was 
a Zatix, That he received them inthe name of the Rowes Church. - That 
the Pope thereupon congratulated them, «ud ſhewed thens that in the Divine 
Myſteries the ſubſance of Bread and Hine were changed into the Boay aftd B = 
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f Feſus Chriſt, and that there ought to be mingled ſome Water with the Wine 
fore it be conſetrated, He afterwards produces this Popes Letter to the 
Arch Biſhop and Armenian Prieſts which were in the Dioceſs of Capha, 
He have receiv/dſays Pope John, great ſatisfattion in Underſtanding how the 
Almighty Creator diſplaying his virtue in you has enliphtned your minds with 
the Knowledge of his ſeving Grace, and in that you have vowed to keep the 
Catholick faith which the Holy Roman Church truly holds, which ſhe faielfulh 
Teaches and Preaches, and that you have promiſed Obedience to the Roman 
Prelate and his Church, in the preſence of our Reverend Brother Jerome 
Biſhop of Capha. And - therefore we earneitly defire that holding the ſaving 
Dotfrines of this Charch you likewiſe obſerve us Ceremonies, eſpecially in what 
relates to the moſt excellent of the Sacraments, which is the ineffable Sacr ament 
of the Altar. For altho all the other Sacraments confer ſanttifying Grace, 
yet in this is contained intirely Feſus Chriſt mm wnaer the ſpecies of 
Bread and Hine, which remain, the Bread beinz Tranſubſtantiated into the 
Body of Feſus Chriſt and the Wine into his Blood, Then he tells them they 
muſt mingle water withthe wine in the Chalice, becauſe this mixture is a 
Commemoration of ourLordsDeath,and of the Blood and Water which guſh- 
ed out from his-ſide.” Tis evident that this Pope applyes himſelf only to theſe 
two Articles, becauſe the Armenians held neither of them, and that in 
reference to them it was a new DoQrine and Ceremony in which they had 
need to be inſtrufted. For to what purpoſe ſhould Zran/ubtantiation be 
recommended to them if they before held it for a fundamental point of their 
Ancient Religion? Why muſt all the other points of Controverſybetween the 
two Churches be laid aſide,as that of the Proceſſion of the Holy Spirit, the 
two Natures of our. Saviour Chriſt, Purgatory, Confirmation, and ſe. 
veralothers to ſtick wholly to 77anſubſtantiation, and the mixture of Water? 
The thing declares it {elf. | | 


MR. f4rn««d who is of all men inthe World the ' moſt ready at proofs, 
makes one of this. 7he Pope, ſays he, /o /ittle d:ſtruſted the Armenians believ- 
ed not Tranſubſtanriation , #hat altha he propoſes it to them expreſly, yet he 
does it only occaſionally, and by way of principle, to aſſert the Hine ought to be 
mixt with Water. And this lat particular is that to which he particularly 
applys himſelf, and which is the Capital or Summary of bis Letter ; whereas had 
he had the leait thouzht that the Armenians 6:/ieved not Tranſubſtantiation, 
he would without doubt have ſet about proving it, and that with more care and 
earneſtneſs than he does the mixture of Water in the Chalice. 


MR. Arnaud muſt pardon me if I tell him, *tis not true that the Pope 
does only occaſionally mention 7ranſub#antiation and by way of principle to 
eſtabliſh the mixture of Water.  Raynaldus who relates this affair gives 
a better account of it than he, ipſos inſtruxit, ſays he, ut in divinis myſteriis 
Jubſtantia panis et vini integris [peciebus, cum Chriſti corpore et ſanguine commu» 
faretur, et vino conſecrando aqua modica aſſundenda eſſet. 1 believe | do not 
do ill in oppoſing againſt Mr. A»a4's Illuſion, a truth atteſted by an Hiſto- 
rian that faithfully relates the matter, without the leaſt regard to our dil- 
pute. Moreover what cag be more unreaſonable than to ſay as Mr. Arnaad 
do's that the Pope propoſes 7ranſubſtantiation only occaſionally and by way of 
Principle to eſtabliſh thereby the putting of ater into the Cup? What Relation 
is there between theſe two things, it do's not follow from the believing of 
Tranſubſtantiation that Water muſt be put in {the Chalice, nor that thoſe 

which do not do it oppoſe this Doftrine. are two diſtinct _ 
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e which have their Proofs apart without any Coherence or mutual4depen- 


E dence, and there cannot be perhaps any thing imputed to a Pope leſs be- 
a, ſeeming the Dignity and Infallibility of the Head of the Church than to 
7e make him argue after this manner. Zhe Bread ani Hine are Tranſubſtan- 
h tiated, therefore you muſt put Water into the Chalice, Mr. Arnaud ought 
e to be more careful of the Honour of this Prelate, and obſerve that 
j Tranſubſtrntiation and the mixture of Water are not in his Diſcourſe « kind 
n of Principle and Concluſion, (this would be Ridiculous) but a Doftrine, and 
c PraQtice which the Pope recommendsto the Armenians, to the end they may 
g be henceforward contormable r9 the Roman Church in the ſubje&t of the 
, Sacrament of the Altar, and thus Rayza/dus underſtood ir, who has been. « 
4 \ more ſincere in this than Mr.--4-2a«d. Asto that minute obſervation that the 
, Pope do's more infilt on the mixture of Water than on 7ranſubſtantiationit is 


not worthconſidering for thisproceeds not from the cauſe Mr. Arn1ud imag- 
ins,butonly from the Popes declaring to the Armenians the myſtical lignifica- 
tionsof this mixture, which required ſome Diſcourſe, and which Raynaldus 
has well obſerved, whodiſtinguiſhestheſerhree particularsin thePopesLecter, 
Tranſubſtantiation,the Mixtureof W ater,and the myſtical ſignifications. /pſos 
_ ut indivinis myſteriis ſubſtantia panis & vint integris ſpeciebus, cum 

iſti corpore & ſanguine commutaretur CF vino conſecrando aqua modica affun 
dends eſſet , acdivina eare adumbratra myſteria aperuit, that is to ſay, he taught 
*em the Dottrine of Tranſubſtantiation, rhe mixture of Hater, and ſhewed 
them the myſteries repreſented by this mixture, 


MY third Proof is taken from the information which Benedid XII 
Succeſlor to Zihn the X XII cauſed to be made touching the Errours of 
the Armenians, not at Rome (as Mr. Arnaud has aſſerted througha miſtake, 
of which inadvertency were I guilty howſevere would he be upon me?) bur 
at Avienon,where he kept his leat,and whence his Bull is dated. The 67 Ar- Raynauld: 
ticle is expreſt in theſe Terms, = Armenians do not ſay that after the words ** 3 
of Conſecration, the Bread and #Fine are Tranſubſtantiated into rhe Body and " 
Blood of Feſus Chriſt Born of _ irgin who ſuffered and roſe again, But they 
hold that this Sacrament is a repreſentation, a reſerwblance or a figure of the true 
Body and Blood of our Lord: And this ſome of the Armenian Dotfors have 
particularly aſſerted, to wit, that the real Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt are not 
in the Fuchari#t, but that it is 4 repreſentation, and a reſemblance of thems, They 
1 oay likewiſe that when our Saviour inſtituted this Sacrament, he did not Tran- 
ſubſtantiate the Bread ani Hine into his Body," but only inſtituted a repreſenta- 
tiow or 4 reſemblance of his Body and Blood, and therefore they do vos call the 
Sacrament of the Altar, the Body and Blood of our Lord, but the FHbſt, the Sa- 
crifice, or the Communion, One of their Dottors called Darces has written that 
when the Prieſt ſays theſe words, this is my Body, then the Boay of Feſus Chri 
is Dead, but when he adds, by which Holy Spirit , 8c. theh the Body of Feſus 
Chriſt is alive ; yet has he not expreſſed whether it be the true Body or the reſem- 
blance of it. The Armenians likewiſe ſay we muſt expound that which 1s ſayd 
in the Cannon of their Maſs, by which Holy Spirit the Bread is made the real 
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ſence, that by the real Body of Feſus Chriſt, we 
muſt underſtand the real reſemblance or repreſentation of the Body and Blood 9 

Feſus Chriſt. And therefore Damaſcen cenſuring them for this ſays that the 
Armenians have this Two Hundred years aboliſhed all the Sacraments, and that 
their Sacraments were not given them by the Apoſtles, nor Greek or Latin 
Church, but that they had taken them up according to their own Fancy. 


MR Arnaud who inlookingover hisRoyna/dushasmet withthisclearTeſtimo- 
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ny yetalmhas not been perplexed with it,for his invention never fails of findi; 
out waysto ſhift the force of the moſt piain and politive truths, and to turg 
them to his own advantage. He tells us that after an exact ſearch into the 
cauſe which might move Guy Carmes to impute this Error to the Armenians 
he at lengih found it in this information which Pope Benedid the X11 
ordered to be drawn up. He adds, that if this Orig inal has been known to the 
Miniſters, yet they have found greater advantage in ſtanding by the Teſtimony 
of Guy Carmes them in aſcending up to this Source. 


BUT all this Diſcourſe is but a meer Amuſement. For when Mr. 4rnaud; 
conjeQure ſhould be right, it would not thence follow Guy Carmes his 
Teſtimony were void, and the Miniſters had no right to alledge him, nor 
that the Information aforementioned do's impute to the Armenians thoſe 
Dodtrines which they have not. There is great likelyhood that Gay Carmes 
made not this information his rule, for beſides that he ſay's nothing of it, he 
reckons up but Thirty Errours of the {-mentans, whereas the information 
computes 'em to be about One Hundred and Seventeen. But ſuppoſing it 
were ſo, allthat canbe concluded thence 1s, that in the Fourteenth Century 
the truth of the things contained in this att was not queſtioned, but paſt 
for ſuch certainties that the Writers' of thoſe times ſcrupled not to make 
them the Subje& of their Books. And rhis is all the uſe which can be made 
of Mr. Arnaud's Remark. . 


BUT howlſoever, what can be ſaid againſt an a fo Authentick as that 
of Benedii's, which was not grounded on uncertain Reports, but on the 
Teſtimonies of feveral Perſons worthy of credit, Armenians or / tins who 
had beenin 4rmenia, and whom the Pope would hear himſelf that he might 
be alcertain'd of the Truth ? 


TO know of what weight or Authority this piece is, we need but read 
what the Pope wrote on this SubjeR,to theCatholick orPatriarch of Armeniz. 
We have long ſince, ſays he, been informed by ſeveral Perſons of 700d credit, 
that in both the Armenia's there are held ſeveral deteſtable and abominable 
Frrors, and that they are maintained contrary to the Catholick Faith which the 
Holy Roman Church holds and teaches, which is the Mother and Miftre(s of 
all the Faithful. And altho at firſt we were unwilling to credit theſe reports, 
yet were at length forced to yield to the certain Teſtimony of Perſons who tell 
us they perfetHy underſtand the ſtate of thoſe Countries. Tet before we gave full 
credit, we thought our ſelves Obliged to make exatt ſearch of the Truth by way of 
judiciary and ſolemn information, both by hearing ſeveral witneſſes who likewiſe 
told us they knew the flate of theſe Countrys, ana taking in Writing theſe their 
Depoſitions, and by means of Books which we are informeq the Armenians do 
commonly uſe wherein are plainly taught theſe Errors. He ſays the ſame in 
his Letter to the King of Armenia, and in his information *tis exprelly ſaid, 
that the Pope ca uſed wy Witneſſes to appear perſonally before him, and gave 
them an Oath to ſpeak the truthof what they knew concerning the Doftrines of the 


Armenians, ' that theſe Hitneſſes were not only [atins that had been in 
Armenia, bt Armenians themſelves, and that the Books produced were written 
in the Armenian tongue, and fome of thoſe were ſuch as were in uſe in both the 
Armenia's? Ithink here are as many formalities-as can be defired, and all 
theſe circumftances will not ſuffer a man to call in queſtion the truth of thoſe 
matters of fat which are contained in this aQt. 


YET 
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YET will not Mr. 4-nau4 agree herein. He ſays, that in this monſtrous 
heap of Errors there are ſeveral ſence! es, extravagant and Socinian Opinions. 
That therein Original Sin, the Immortality of the Soul, the YViſton of God, the 
Exiſtence of Hell,and almoſt all the points of Religion are denyed. That therein 
are alſo contrary Errors , [a that "tis plain this is not the Religion of a People, 


or Nation, but rather a Rapſody of Opinions of ſeveral Sects and Nations, 1: 


confels there are in theſe Articles ſeveral abſurd Opinions, and ſome that 
differ little from Socinianiſm, but this hinders not bur they may be the Opi- 
nions of a particular People. The Pope expreſly diitinguiſhes in his Bull 
three ſorts of Errors contained in his information, ſome that are held in both 
one and the other Armenia, others which are held only in one Armenia, 
and the third which are only held and taught by ſome parrcicular Perſons. And 
this diſtinQion is exaQly obſerved inthe Articles themlelves,inwhich the. Pars 
ticular Opinions are Deſcribed in thele terms, quidazn, or aliqui tenent, as in 
Article CY I. Qridam Catbolicon Armenorum dixit > ſcripſit, quod in ge" 
nerali Reſurrettione omnes homines conſurgent cum Corparibas ſuis, ſed tamen 
in Corporibus eorum non erit Sexuum diſcretiv. And in the CY [1I 
Article, Aliqui magni Homines Arment Laici dixerunt quod ſicut beſtie 
in morte expirant, & (is moriuntur, ita & Homines; & ſocut beftie cuns 
ſemel morte fuerunt, Bungqiam reſurgent, ita nec hemines. The Optnions beld 
only in one Armenia are likewiſe denoted exactly in theſe Hords, In majors 
Armenia, /» minori Armenia, or, Catholicos majoris Armeniz, Catholicon 
minoris Armeniz. The common Opinions are expreſſed in theſe Terms, 
Armeni dicunt, Armeni texex:. And altho in the Article which 

{pes the real Preſence and 7ran/ubſtantiation wetind theſe words. Z#t 
MB Gecialiter aliqui magiſtri Armenorum 4dix-runt, videlicet qnod nen erat 
ibi Corpus Chriſti verum & Sanguis, fed exemplar, & ſimilitudo jus; yet is 
this ſame ſentiment imputed generally tg all the 4r-1enians, for the Article 
begins thus, /e-2qu0d Armeni, oz dicuar quod poſt verbs conſecrationis Panis 
& Vint fit fatta Tranſubitantiatio Panis & Fini in veriam Corpus E hriſtt GO San- 
guinem. And towards the end of the ſame Article there is, Quod eriam Ar- 
meni iliud quod Jonnw in eorunm Canone Miſſe, per quem paris Benedittus 
efcitur verum Corpus Chriti, exponunt quia «fficitar ibt vexa [imilitudo, ox 
exemplar Corporis & Sanguinis Chriſti. Unde Damaſcenus propter hoc reprehep. 
deps eos dixit, quod ducenti tunc anni erant quod Armeni peraiaerunt omnia 
Sacramenta,8c. It is then clear that thus. information attrjbutes this Qpjnion 
not to ſome particular Perſons, but to the, whole Body of the 4rmenians, 
ſeeing that on one hand this Article bearsthe CharaQter of Errors, common 
to the Armenians; and on the other there is applyed tg 'em what Damaſcene 
ſay'd of *um fo long before, tht they had-loſt all the Sacraments. Let Mr. 
Arnaud beſtir himſelf as fiercely as he pleaſes, he cannot hinder us from per- 
ceiving that ifthis Articlerelated only to Particular Perſons; witneſſes of the 
Fourteenth Century,that depoſe what jt contains would never have fought 
in the eight Century, that is to ſay, Six Hundred Years before the Authority 
of Damaſcen to confirm what they depoſed, and eyen to confirm it by a 
paſſage which reſpeQs the Church of the Armenians in general, and which 
EAT A it for having no true Sacrament. 


MR. 4naud oblerves afterwards that iq this ſame Article there is accu- c 


{ed another Armenian Doftor : named WVarces, for ſaying when the Prieſt 
pronounces theſe Words, Hoc eſt Corpus wen, the Body of Telus Chriſt 
5 then ina ſtate of Death, and when he'adds, per quers, the Bogy of Jeſus 
Chriſt is then alive. 7 7s tree, ſays he, the information adas that this Door 
do's not expreſs whether he ſpeaks of the true Body of Feſus Chriſt ,or- of the Figare. 

z But 
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But the difference of theſe two ſtates of Life and Death being to be found in a ſizure 
which does not change, ſufficiently ſhews that he ſpake of the true Body of 
\ Feſus Chripg. If theſe two ſtates of Lite and Death cannot be found in 1 
figure, much leſs ih the true Body of Jelus Chriſt, which is no more 
Subje&t to Death, nor the Neceſſity of riling again. Is Mr. fraud (g 
greatly prejudic'd that he cannot perceive the ſence of this DoCtor is, that 
the Fuchariſt is a myſtery which expreſſes the whole axconomy of Jeſus 
Chriſt, eſpecially his Death, and ReſurreQtion, according to the common 
Dodrine of the Greeks, from which in this reſpect the Greeks do notvary ? 


IN the Seventyeth Error, ſays he moreover, the /ame Armenians are 
charged with believing that when any one receives the Euchariſt, the Body of 
Feſus Chriſt Deſcends into his Body, and is converted theretn 4s other aliments, 
which is a contrary Fereſie to that of Berengarius. Burt as Serene arins would 
not have ſcrupled to call the Bread, which is the Sacrament of the Body of 
Jeſus Chriſt, the Body of Jeſus Chriſt; ſo neither would he have {crupleg 
to expreſs himſelf in the ſame manner, as this Article makesthe 4rmen;axs 
do, That the Body of Feſus Chriſt, that is to ſay, the Bread which is the 
figure of it, Deſcends into our Bodies, and is changed into our Bodies, $9 
that this contrariety which Mr. Arzaud imagins, has no Ground. But 
there is a real Oppoſition between this Diſcourſe of the rmerizrs thar 
the Body of Jeſus Chriſt is Changed into our Bodies as other food, and 
the Opinion of Zranſubitantiation; for how can it be conceived that the 
proper ſubſtance of the Body of Jeſas Chriſt which is in Heaven ſhould be 
changed into our Bodies, that an incorruptible ſubſtance ſhould be digeſted, 
and changed, that a ſubſtance which exiſts after the manner of Spirits, 
ſhould nouriſh us and become food to us? It appears then from this 
very thing that by the Body of Jeſus Chriſt the 4rmenians mean only 
the Sacrament or Myſtery of this Body , which inreſpe of its ſubſtance 
is real Bread. 


NEITHER is it to any purpole to Remark, as Mr. 4-494 do's, 
that thoſe to whom was attributed the believing the Euchariſt to be only 
the figure of Chrifts Body were not wont to call the Fuchariſ* the Body of 
Jeſus Chriſt,and yet commonly the 4rmenians do thus call it, as appears by 
their Liturgies. For 'tis evident the ſence of this Article is, not that abſo- 
lutely the Lrmenians rejeed this expreſſion, ſeeing it immediately after- 
wards attributes it to them; but that it was-not uſual amonglt them, eſpe- 
cially ſincethey ſaw the Zatins abuſed it, and therefore they choſe rather to 
uſe thoſe of Hoſt, Sacrifice and Communion, 


IT is alſo to, no purpole to ſay the Liturgy of the Armenians is contrary 
to this Opinion, ſeeing it contained the Bread is made the real Body of 
Jeſus Chriſt; for they expounded it in this ſence, that the Bread is made the 
true reſemblance, or the repreſentation of the Body of Jeſus Chrilt, Fhis 
explication, ſays Mr. Arnaud, is ſo abſurd and ridiculous, that it could not be 
very common, it being impoſſible the generality ſhould entertain it. Bat does 
Mr. nad believe that 7ranſubſtantiation being rully and truly explained, 
asit1s in it ſelf, and conſequences and dependencies, can be more eafily 
entertain'd by a People than this ſence which the 4rmenians give to the 


terms of their Liturgy ? 


AS to what he adds, 7hat it is ſay'd, in the Seventyeth Article, that 
#:cording 
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according to the Armenians the Euchariſt do's not effec# the remiſſion of Sins, 
nor confer Grace, and that this is contrary to the Words of the Liturpy of the 
Armenians of Leopolis, and & paſſage of the Catholick of Armenia in the 
conference of Theorien , which ſay's they Sacrifice in the Church the ſon of 
God for the Salvation of the whole Horld. Allthat Mr. Arnand can conclude 
hence is, That the {rmenians reſiding in Armenia do not well agree in 
this point with thoſe of Zeopolis in Poland, and that the Catholick which 
conferred with 7heorten was of no great conſideration amongſt them ; but 
it cannot hence follow that the things which theſe Articles contain are only 
the Opinions of ſome particular Perloas. 


. 

BUT, ſays moreover Mr. Arzaud, the Armenians juſtified themlchves , 
by afts, decrees, aud formal declarations; the King of Armenia, cauſed a Reli- 
£10us named Daniel to draw up 4 Memorial, in which he proteſted againſt theſ« 
Errors, and complains they were nnjuſtly charged on his Nation. The Patriarch 
and Biſhops being aſſembled condemned them. The Patriarch of the leſſer 
Armenia declared to Clement the Sixth his faith touching the Euchariſt iz theſe 
terms ; That the Body of Feſus Chriſt born of the Virging Dead on the Croſs, 
and which is now alive in Heaven after the /F/ords of the Conſetration of the 
Bread which are, This is my Body, is in the Sacrament of the Altar under the 
ſpecies and appearances of Breag, 


THERE isa ftrange llluſion-in all this Diſcourſe. *Tis true the King 
of Armenia who needed the Popes proteCtion drew up this Memorial men- 
tioned by Mr. 42axd. But ſeeing he had this Remark trom Raynaldus he 
vught not to have ſuppreſſed what the ſame Raynalidss adds, Ceterum non 


falſo ſubornata erant hac crimina in Armenos, nec temere credits 4 BenediQo, /u;r,, 


faſſosenimClementi//.Armeniz RegisOratoresplures errores in Armenia pulls- 


laſſe,*Clementem ſtudia ſus ut abolerentay applicuiſſe viſuriſumus. Moreoverthe 


Armenians were not falſly accuſed of theſe crimes, nor did BenediCt believe them 
without ſuffterent grounds. For the Ambaſſadors of the King of Armenia con- 
feſſed to Clemeat the Sixth that ſeveral Errors had ſprung up in Armenia, and 
Clemeat «ſed his utmoſt endeavours to cruſh them, as we ſhall ſee by what follows. 
This di-acknowledgment then of the King, and complaint which Danie/ 
made concerning the imputation of Doftrines to the rmenians which 
they never own'd, was only a Politick intrigue, which yet does not hinder 
the information of Benedid# from being true. I do not doubt but the King 
in the extremity of his affairs, threatned by the Saracens, and having no 
hope but in the proteQion of the Zatirs, aſſembled his Biſhops that they 
might ſatisfie the Pope in what he deſired, and condemn the Errors 
contained in his Bull. But if Mr. rnd will conclude, that then they had 
them not before, Raynaldns will draw a-contrary Conſequence, that then 
they had them. For after having ſay'd, as I now recited, that thele Errors 
were not fal{ly charged upon the 4rmenians, he iminicdiately adds as area- 
ſon which confirms his Propofition. Quin etidm commoti pottificits monitis 
Armeni preſules coatta ſolemni Synodo numeratos ſnperins Frrores Fecleſſaftics 
execratione dammaverunt, ac decreta inſigni ad ſedem Apoſtolicanm leg at ione 
imperiis ſe pontificiis adheſuros profeſs ſunt. But moreover the Armenians 
moved by the Popes remonſtrances called a Synod, wherein they Condemned 
with an Anatbema the Errors contained in this information, and ſent Embaiſſa- 
dours to the Pope. to make profeſſion of their Obedience tb his Commands. He 
proves that the Errors contained in the Popes information were really the 
Armenians, becauſe the Biſhops met together to Condemi them. 'What a 
KBEeE 32 great. 
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great deal of difference there 1s between a Perſon that is prejudiced and one 
that isnot. Rayna/dns is naturally,no more fayourable tous than Mr. Arnaud, 
the one is a. Prieft of che Oratory, and the other a Doctor of the Sorbonze , 
yet they draw from the ſame matter of faQ contrary Concluſions ;one hence 
ſhews the Armenians were innocent of the things they were accuſed, 


and th'other from the ſame Principle proves they were Culpable. And this 
becauſe one has the diſpute in his Eye, and th'other not, the one Reaſons 
without paſſion and th'other is in a heat. 


AS to what Mr. Arnaud ſay's touching the Patriarch of the lefſer 4+. 
menis who ſo Authentickly declared his faith concerning the ZFachari# 
to*Pope Clement V1. 1 cannot but delire the Readers attention to this ſub- 
jet; for here he will perceive one of Mr. Arnand's notorious Sophiſis. 

It is to be obſerved ' then that after Benedii# the X11. had ſent into 4- 
- menia the Catalogue of this Peoples Errors , the affairs of the Armenians 
young every.day worſe, they reſolved ( thatthey might render the Zatins 
favourable to *em)) to make ina Synod a pretended Decree wherein they 
feigned to renounce theſe Errors, and abjure them ; which made Pope 
Clement V1. ( who was Beneditfs Succeſſor) to ſend them Apthony 
Biſhop of Gayertre, and Fohn Arch-Biſhop of Piſa, in quality of Apoſtolical 
Legats to finiſh ( if Poſſible) the Work of their reduQtion. Raynaldus 
ſpeaks of this a& as of a Piece, not by which they cleared themſelves of a 
falſe accuſation, but whereby they renounced their Opinions, Poſt habitam, 
Roynald. a4 Tays he, Synodum atque in ea repudiatos Errores. And Clement ſpeaks after 
an. 1346. the ſame manner in the Letter he ſent them. /effra Syn9do prout per vos 
_ 67- 6b. common fleri potuit comvocata, Frrores abjeciſtis et condemnaſtis pre- 
Y diftos, ſicut in libello quem nobis tranſmiliſt}s continetur. Obſerve 
theſe terms repudiatos Ferores, & Frroves abjeciftis, for they expreſly 
fignifie a change of Opinion, a regunciation of their former Errors, 
and not a bare Condemnation of Errors for which they had been in refe- 
rence 'to their Church in General impertinently acculed , as Mr. Arnaud 
would make us believe. But the King of Armeniz urged the Phpe to affiſt 
him againft the Soldan of Baby/on, who fell npon his Kingdom; and-the 
Pope preſſed him on the other hand, to affiſt his Legats in the extirpating 
of thoſe Errors which were ſo rife in Armenia. He wrote alfo to the 
pats to inform him of their Succeſs, who gave him to underſtagd they 
loſt their Labour, and that whatſoever declarations the Armenians had 
made, they ſtill perſevered in their Opinions. Which appears by a Letter 
_—_— of Clement- to the Biſhop of WVicoſia, ab eorumw Erroribus, ſay's he, 7idem 
— ws 3; Rex, Catholicus, et Populus minime reſipuiſſe dicuntnr , ſicat per quaſdans 
litteras miſſas & Scripturam exhibitam nobisluculenter apparet.They perſevered 
therein, they repented not of them, fay's the Pope, and Mr. Arnaud would 

needs perſwade us they were falſly accuſed. 


THE Pope had charged his Legat with ſome oppoſite Articles to the 

Errors of the«=&rmenians to make *um receive them, and that which re- 

Raynaldus ad ſpeed the Euchariſt contain'd theſe words , 7hat the ſame Numerical Body 
ann, 1351. of Feſus Chriſt, idem numero, which was born of th: Virgin and nayled to the 
Tum, 33 Croſs is contain'd in the Euchariit. One of the Legats, Jathony by name, 
dyed inthe way, and Zo» having performed his Voyage fail'd not to pro- y 

poſe theſe Articles to the Tatholick of Armenia _ Minor and his Biſhops. i 

But the Catholick refuſed to approve them; he abſolutely rcjeed ſome of 1 

them, . and made captious and doubtful anſwers to others; he never would tl 

admit of the Article touching the Euchariſt which contained, 7hat after f 

Conſecration 
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Conſccration it was the ſame Numerical Body of Feſus Chriſt which was born 
of « Virgin andſuffered on the Croſs. He wrote a Letter in which of fifty three 
Artictes which were offered him he rejeQed ſixteen of them;amongſt which 
was that of the Euchariſt; and in the Anſwers he made to the Popcs 
inſtructions, he would never admit of 7ranſubſtaxtiation, but barely ſays, 
he believed and held that the Body of Feſus Chriſt born of the Virgin, dead on 
the Croſs, and which is now alive in Heaven, after the words of the Confecration 
of the Bread which are, this is my Body, is in the Sacrament of the Altar 
under the ſpecies, and reſemblance of Bread, ſub ſpecie & Lg pants. 
Now *tis on this whereon Mr: Arnaud grounds himſelf concealing all 
the reſt of this Hiſtory and producing only thele laſt words, and drawing 
from them his Concluſion after his uſual Manner in theſe terms, 7 ſee zo 
reaſon ro doubt of the faith of this Patriarch conſidering this his declaration, 
that is to ſay, ir plainly appeared hence that he believed 7ranſubſtantiation, 
and the Subſtantial preſenceof the Body of Jeſus Chriſt in the Euchariſt. 


BUT Mr. rzaud is too quick at drawing of Conſequences. For I, 
he ought not to have diſſembled that in all this affair the queſtion is not whe. 
ther the Armenians held, or did not hold the things contain'd in the infor- 
mation of 'Renedif#, but whether they ſincerely renounced them ; and 
whether the a of their renunciation ſent to the . Pope was feigned or real. 
II. He ought not to have difſembled likewiſe that the whole conduct of 
the Ameniaens wasin thisreſpeQ but a mere chear, invented only to remedy 
the diſorders of their State, and procure affiſtance from the Weſtern 
Princes. That the Pope laid hold on this Occaſion to. make them receive 
the Roman Religion, and they on their ſide endeavoured to deceive the 
Pope and draw from him what they deſired, ' 1a cluding his purſuits. 
Which is juſtified by the Letter ſear by Clement himſelf ro the Catholick 
of Armenia. Moreover, lays he, we have bin ſeveral times informed by divers 
Perſons worthy of credit, anal even by Armenians, that you and your Predeceſſeys 
the Catholicks of Armenia, and the Armenians under your juriſdittion do not 
in any manner obſerve, what you promiſed us and our Predeceſſors the. Roman 
Prelates touching the Faith. Andthat which is yet worſe and more deplorable, 
is, that you have contemned axd utterly rejetted the wholeſome 1nſtrultions of 
our Apoſtolical Legats ſent you in regard to your Souls, but have after a Damna- 
ble manner deſpiſed the Faith of the Roman Church, out of which there ts neither 
Grace nor Salvation. The ſame thing appears by Clement's Letter to the 
King of Armenia, in which having exhorted him earneſtly to endeavour 
to make his Patriarch receive the Komen Dottrine ſincerely and purely 
without duplicity of heart go the end hisClergyand People may be reunited to the La- 
tin Church, he adds, that by this means the months of ſeveral Catholicks and 
Armenians #00 will be ſtopt who ſtick not to affirm, That\the Patriarch and other 
Armenians proceeded not in this affair with faithfulneſs and ſimplicity, but with 
diſſmmulation ; and that which is yet worſe and more deplorable, they affirm the 
Armenians have turn'd into deriſion and contempt the ſaving Doitrine which 
the Leeats of the Holy See have communicated to them. 


111. HE ought not to have conceal'd that the Patriarch of Armexia, 
who would fave himſelf by ambiguous Anſwers, rejeted the Article of 
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was Born of the Virgin and crucified ; and that he neither would admir 

the Article of 7ranſubſtantiation, becauſe both one and the other ſo mani- 

teſtly contradicted his faith, and left no room for his Equiyocations. 
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| In fine, he ought not to have concluded fo- briskly as he has done from the 
terms of his Anſwer, that after this Yeclaration, there could be no Reaſon 
todoubt whether this Patriarch had the ſame faith as the Church of Rome. 
For notwithſtanding this declaration Clement Vi. ftill doubted of it, 
as alſo the Cardinals, Patriarchs, Arch-Biihops, Biſhops, and DoQtors 
with whom the Pope conſulred about it. ' Obſerve here the Contents 
Rn ;, Clement's Letter to this Catholick of Armenia. He have kindly re- 
ent ceiv'd your anſwers, and thoſe of the Church of Armenia minor, reduced iy 
certain heads ; and having deliberately conſidered them, together with my Reye- 
rend Brethren the Cardinals of the Roman Church, ſome Patriarchs, Arh- 
Biſhops, Biſhops, and other Prelates, we could not, nor cannot now gather from 
theſe anſwers, till ſuch tirne as you give us a more clear Diſcovery, what you and 
the Church of Armenia minor do truely and ſincerely bold and believe, He 
afterwards adds this > him to make interrogations on Each Article, 
and defired plain and dire& anſwers. Ineffe& he propoſes *em to him, and 
 . __ coming tothe Article of the Euchariſt having ſer dowa the firſt anſwer of 
ibid. Nur. the Patriarch in the terms I already recited, he adds, por this we demand 
oo firſt of all whether you believe the Bread is Tranſubſtantiated into the Body of 
Jeſus Chriſt. Then coming to ſpeak of a certain Letter which the Pa- 
triarch wrote wherein he rejeted ſixteen Articles, of the fifty three which 
ibid.Num, 15. were offered him, and amongſt the ſixteen this. «0d Corpus Chriiti poſt 
verba Conſecr ations fit idem numero,quod Corpus uaturs de virgine &* immolatum 
in cruce, he ſays to him, the terms of your Letter wherein you write that you 
have takes away ſixteen Articles of the fifty three which were given you by oxr Arch. 
Biſhop end Biſhops are confuſed and obſcure, as alſo the paryticalar anſwers you 
returned by Hriting. refore we defire to know of you plainly, and truely, 
whether you have rejetted theſe ſixteen Articles becauſe you do not believe'em to 
be true and ſound, or for what other reaſon you have retrenched them from the 
reſt. But Mr. Arnaud being better inform'd thin this Pope with his Car. 
ginals, Prelatesand Do&ors,and better inſtructed in the intentions of the 4-_ 
menianPatriarchthan all the People then in the World,comes and confident. 
* ly tells us, that he ſees no reaſon to doubt of the faith of this Patriarch, and 
thinks Mr.Claude himſelf will acknowledge as much.And ſuppreffing all theſe 
matters of fa&t related by the very Hiſtorian he makes ufe of,he proclaims his 
Victories ; and confidently affirms, the Armenians have ever believed 
the real Preſence and 7ranſubſtantiation. 


BUT Raynaldus is of a contrary Opinion, for having related the whole 
ſtory of what paſſed between Clement the VI. and the Armenian Patriarch 
which was only the- Sequel of Benedi#?'s information, he adds, Zhat we 

Roynaldus 9 thence plainly ſee into how many filthy Frrors thy fall who ſeparate from the 

' 3bi4 Numer, Churchof Rome. That innovators howſoever have no reaſon to plory in the An- 

x8, tiquity of their Herefies, nor bragg, ( for the ſeducing of the weak ) that the 
Armenians axd other Faſter» People have the ſame ſentiments with them. 
For altho they hold ſome of theſe Errors, yet do they not admit them all, but 
differ from the Armenians in wery conſiderable matters. That the Divine 
juſtice is rather to be admired which has permitted the Armenians infe&ed with 
theſe Errors to fall under the power of the Barbarians.This is not a proper place 
to Anſwer Rayneldas in, *tis ſufficient he acknowledges the frmenians did 
yaa hold, all theſe Dofrines which are attributed to them in the a&t 
ot Beredid, 10 the inſtruftions of Clement, and conſequently that they de- 
ny'd 7ranſub#antiation and the real Preſence. 


WE 
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W E may then reckon as a IV Proof,the teſtimony of Rayzaldus together 
with that of Pope Clements, and the Catholick of Armenia's. The 5th. ſhall 
be taken from Pope Fugenizs IV. who in the inſtructions he gave to 
the Armenians, in the Council of Florence, torgot not the Article of 774a- 
[ubſtentiation, the form, ſays he, of this Sacrament conſiſts in our Saviours 
words by which he compleated this Sacrament. The Prieſt ſpeaking in the _ ad 
Perſon of our Sxviour Chriſt do's the ſame, Por by the virtue of theſe words Gack, 
the ſubſtance of Bread is changed into his Body, and the ſubſtance of 1Vine into Frere 
his Blood, ſo that Jeſus Chriſt is intirely contain'd under the ſpecies of Bread, 
and Hine, and is intire under each part whether of the Conſeerated Hoft-or- Con- 
ſecrated Hine, even when the ſpecies are ſeparate, Mr. Arnaud fay's, "tis not 
uſual to propoſe Capital Points of Controverſie ins this manner. That they are 
'22t tackt to the Tail of other Articles, nor are ſo lightly paſſed over, but conſidered 
eſtabliſhed and ſtrenothened. But, Mr. Arnaud forgets how the Pope eſta- 
bliſhed and ſtrengthened the addition,of the Fz/ivque tothe Symbol z which 
he injoyn'd them to recieve, altho a controverted Point. How did he con- 
firm.the Article of the two Natures in Zeſ#s Chriſt but by giving them the 
definition of the Council of Chalcedon. and the Letter of Pope Zzo ? Upon 
what Reaſons did he ground the Article of the Remiſſion of Original ſin 
in Baptiſm when the 4-mezians were guilty in this Point/of a > rr Error, 
as appears by the information of Bexedi&# XII ? What Proofs did he bring 
to ſhew 'em that the Conlecration of the Euchariſt is made by the words ot 
our Saviour, when the Armenians believ'd the contrary, as we may fee in 
the ſame information ? Theſe kind of Remarks which are uſual with Mr. 
Aruaud have neither light nor Solidity in them, Zugenine is exculable let 
Mr. 2rnaud lay what he will ; he thought it-no wile neceſſary, to inſert 
common Places in his Decretal, nor to be ſo ſcrupulous in obſerving Heads 
or Tails, like ſuch as view the Dragon in the Firmament, He defign'd only 
to give the Armenians the form of DoQtrine which they ought jhencefor- 
ward to hold in reference to the Points wherein he believed they erred 
according to the report of the Biſhop of Pamicz in the Paſſage I have 
related. Now the Article of 77a»ſub#antiation being expreſly mention'd 
therein, *cis a ſign the Armenians did not belicye it, 


— 
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Teftimony of ſeveral other Authors that affirm the Armenians deny 
Tranſubftantiation, . and the real Preſence. 


'T: HE Sixth Proof which I bring to confirm the Truth of the Propoſi. 

rion defend, 'is taken our of Authors of the Roman Communion, 

who have bin lo far from queſtioning Guy Carmes's Teſtimony, 
that they have onthe contrary followed and confirmed it by their 
ſuffrages. We may Tteckon in this nuniber 7homas Waldenſis a famous 
Author of the fifteenth Century, and'a zealous Defender of Tranſubſtin- 
tiation, who writing againft /Vic/if, calls the Armenians, Nepotes Berey- 
garii, Berengarins his Children or Diſciples. 7 mention "em, lays he, to the 
end we may have a care of "ew. And therefore alſo Guy Carmes ſpeaking 

Thom. Vald. of them, ſays, that the Twenty Second of their Frrors ts,'that after the Conſe- 

Tom-2-C1Þ30%+ cyation, the Body of Jeſus Chriſt is not really under the my of Bread, 
and Wine, but only in Repreſentation and' Figure. That Jeſus Chriſt did not 
really Tranfubſtantiate #he Bread and Wine into his Body and Blood, but 
only in Reſemblance and Figure. | B17 '# 


Hawks PRATEOLUS a Dr. of Divinity that lived about an Hundred 
Elench. baret. years ſince, teſtifies the ſame thing, 7 "7 deny, lays he, ( {peaking of the 


+ eb _ Armenians) the true Body of Jelus Chriſt to be contain'2 really in t 


12. ment of the Euchariſt under the Species of Bread and Hine. 


e Sar a- 


Bzoriuad.erm, BLOFTUS an Hiltorian of our time and a continyer of Baranius, has 

1318.Num16- not ſcrupled to follow Prateolys in 3 Ws Point. He obſerves as well as he for 
the Twelv*th of their Hereſies, Zhat #he true Body of Jeſus Chriſt is zot 
under the ſpecies of Bread and Wine in the Euchoill, | 


Co:cius, Theſ, ; - 
Cathul. em. FJODOCUS Corcius a Cannon of Fuliers, in that confuſed heap of 


>-P25- 691. ColleQions he has made of paſſages out of theFathers touching controverted 
Points, follows Guy Carmes; andrelying on his Teſtimony aſſures us, 7hat 
the Armenians deny the Euchariſt to be the real Body and Blood of Chriſt, 
affirming it to be only a ſign thereof. 


THOMAS a Feſu who has made ftrit inquiry into the Opinions 
Thoma; 2 Of the Schiſmatical Eaftern Churches, has thought (as well as others) he 
Jeſu. L55. 7. oughtnot to deviate from the ſentiment of Gzy Carmes, nor that any man 
pare. *. C:17- has Reafon to doubt of the Truth of his Teſtimony. He relates and 
approves it, and ſays, That the Armenians deny the true Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt, obe really contained in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt under the ſpecies 

Pr. Ariz, Of Bread and Wine. 
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—_ and DR. Avily in his computation of- Hereſies both Modern and Ancient, 
Herefles has likewiſe follow'd Guy Carmes, and affured us from his Teſtimony 
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That the Armenians teach Chriſt's Body is not really under the Bread, nor his 
Blood under the Wine. 


39 


— 


HOW comes it that theſe Authors who appear otherwiſe ſo zealous for 
the Intereſts of the Roman Church have not found out this pretended 
miſtake of Guy Carmes ? Why ſhould they ſuffer themſelves to be fo 
groſly impoled on? or, to ſpeak better, whence has Mr. Arnaud this 
extraordinary Reyelation? how comes he to be better informed than o- 


ther People ? 


WE ſhall in the following Chapter ſearch into the Grounds of his 
Opinion,and the Proofs he brings,only mentioning here ſeveral Proteſtants, 
whoſe Teſtimony is the leſs to be ſuſpeRed, in aſmuch as, what they wrote 
was not all deſign'd for our controverſie. We have already ſeen in the 
Diſcourſe about the Moſcovites, that Zaſicius a Polander writing of the 
Armenians of L-opolis lay's, they believe the Bread and Wine retain their 


firſt Nature. 7hey deny, ſay's he, that in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt foam Lagis © 


the Elements loſe their Nature. They adminiſter the Sacrament with Hheaten ciu« de Rel. 
Bread dipt in the Cup. They mingle no water with the Hine. They ſhew a 
greater reſpett to the Sacrament thin the Ruſlians,believing our Saviour Chriſt 

is therein ſuch as he was Born of the Virgin, and after the Incarnation 

there was ſuch 2 Conjunttion, and affinity, between the Divine and Humane 
Nature , that they were not ſeparated in the Sufferings of Jeſus Chriſt nor 

ever can be, They have this Opinion from St. Chryloltom that Jeſus Chriſt 

ſuffers ſomething more in the Euchariſt than he ſuffered on the Croſs , becauſe 

in the Euchariſt he ſuffers the Sacramental frattion. And when I demanded of them 

how this could be, ſeeing the Nature of Bread and Wine remains without being 
chanzed after the Conſecration,they anſwered me,This was effetted by the Divine 

virtue, to which we ought to" give credit. And theſe are Zaſicius his words, 
according to the Original, but different from Mr. A-rnazd's Verſion. It 

now concerns us to 1nquire into the advantage or prejudice which hence 

accrue to the caule I defend, for if on one hand I pretend to prove by what 

has bin aboveſaid that the Armenians belive not 7ranſubſtantiation; Mr. 
Arnaud undertakes to prove by it allo that they believe the real Preſence. 

But as to my pretention I think "tis well grounded and beyond all Queſtion, 

ſeeing this Author fay's expreſly they deny the Elements lole their Na- 


cure, 


HE has had his informations, fay's Mr. Arnaud, only from ſome Jenorant Lib. 5. C. 4. 
Perſons in Leopolis. If this be a ſufficient ground for rejeting the Teſti. f+ 449 
mony of Zaſicias in reference to 7ranſubſtantiation, why do's Mr. Arnaud 
cite the ſame Teſtimony to ſhew the Armenians believe the real Preſence ? 

Has this Author met with ignorant perſons for the informing him in one 

Point, and knowing ones for the other ? perhaps, fay's he, he did not 

comprehend that by the word Nature,they meant only the Maſs of external Acci- 

aents, But he ought to afſert things more likely tobe probable. Where will ;; 

he find the -4rmeniens ever took the term Nature, for the Maſs of external 

accidents ſeperate from their ſubſtance ? The exiſtence of accidents without 

alubje& is one ofthoſe Difficulties of which ( he himſelf tells us in another 

place ) the Greeks, th: Armenians end Copticks of our times make no men- 

tion, Why then would he have 'em to- uſe in a familiar Diſcourſe the 

word Nature to ſignify a thing which is unknown to 'erfh, or of which at 

leaſt they make no mention? Mr. Arnaud makes and marrs theſe Principles 
Fft according 


Lib. 10» C8; 
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according as his occaſions require, Diruit, edificat, mutat quadrat: 
rotundis, Which ſhews his Anſwersare mere Evaſions, and in effe&t there's 
no Body that reads theſe words of /«ſicivs, but will immediately comprehcng 
they mean the Armenians deny Tranſubſtantiation. Now this is preciſely 
the Point in queſtion between the Author of the Perpernity and me.Hithertg 
our Diſputes has not concern'd the real Preſence. 


BUT ſeeing he is deſirous to treat of it, T muſt tell him there is a great 
deal of difference between his pretenſion and mine, that mine is grounded 
on clear expreſſions which are not capable of any other ſence ; whereas 
on the contrary his are eftablilned on obſcure and Ambiguous Terms, of 
which he has not comprehended the ſence. For theſe Perſons ſay only 
Thet our Saviour Chriſt is in the Euchariſt ſuch as he was born of the Vir 
gin Mary. Now we have already ſeen that according to them, 1/4, 
only' brought forth the Divine Nature, which had only a Body in appear- 
ance, 47 { arroler and not really. Upon this Hypotheſis their ſence wi! 
be, that the Divinity being every where, it muſt of Conſequence be inthe 
Euchariſt, And with this agrees what they add, that after the Incarnation, 
there was ſuch a conjunition and ſociety between the Divine and Human: 
Natures, that they were not {eperate even in the Sufferings of Chriſt. For 
by this ConjunEtion they underſtood not a Union which leaves the two Vs 


tures diſtint, for in ſo ſaying they would not contradict the Orthodox 


ſence, but they meant a Confuſion of the Humane Nature with the Divine, 
a ſwallowing up of this Humane Nature into the Abyſs of the Divi- 
nity, as we have already ſeen they commonly held. So that all the real 
Preſence which they Underſtand in the Sacrament, is no other than the 
preſence of the Divinity, which is every where, but more eſpecially in 
the Euchariſt. *Tis very probable *twas under this Equivocation the Pa- 
triarch of Armenia Minor ſheltred himſelf in the anſwer he made to the 
Articles of Pope Clement VI. which we have related in the preceeding 
Chapter. T7he Body of Jeſus Chriſt, ſay's he, Born of rhe Virgin, dead 
on the Croſs, and which is now alive in Heaven, is in the Sacrament of the 
Altar under the ſpecies and repreſentation of Bread, The Body Born of the Vir- 
gin'and Dead on the Croſs, which was to fay,according tothem,the Divinity, 
which in being Born of the Virgin had the appearance of a Body and Dyed 
in appearance on the Croſs. But when he was urged to acknowledge *twas 
the ſame MVumerical Body, he would not grant it, becauſe he believed the 
term Number reduc'd the Body of Chri/# into the ſame Rank with other 
Humane Bodies, and conſequently made it a real Body. Mr. Arnaud will 
reply, this is one of my ConjeQtures which has no ſurer foundation than 
his »ay be /o's. But he has noother Grounds for his may bes than his 
own Imagination, whereas I lay my ConjeQures on the very Hypothe- 
-y of the Armenians, having firſt ſolidly ſhewn *tis ſuch as 1 de- 
cribe it. 


WE may add to the Teſtimony of Zaficins that of Breerewood, 1n his 
Treatiſe of Religions. For he ſay's expreſly, 7hat the Armenians deny 
the true Body of Jeſus Chriſt tobereally inthe Sacrament of the Fuchariit under 
the ſpecies of Bread and Wine." 1 confeſs indeed he grounds himſelf on 
- Authority of Guy Carmes, but this ſhews hetakes it for an unqueſtiona- 

e truth. 


MR. Mexander Roſs in his view of Religions likewiſe tells us, that the 
Armenians 
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Armenians do not hold the Body of Chriſt is really preſent under the form View of Reli- 
of Bread and Wine. g-ons P:intel 


ate Amnfeerda 4 
Gallice 1566, 


MR. De Yicqfort a Gentleman whoſe name is almoſt known thro out 
all Europe, tor his skillin Languages and other exquiſit qualifications, has 
obliged the publick with a Tranſlation into French of Herbert's Voyages, 


in whithare found theſe words, 7he Armenians adminijter the Sacrament oberts Voy- 


ages Lib. 2, 
q. 244 


of our Loras Supper under the two Species of Bread and Hine, and deny 
the real preſence of the Body of Chriſt, acknowledging only the two Sacraments 
of Baptiſm and the Lords Supper. There has hapned upon the Account 
of this Tranſlation a very Remarkable circumſtance. You muſt know 
then that Mr. Arnaud in the firſt edition of his Book having made an Ob- 
jection to himſelf concerning this Paſſage of Herbert, and heightened it aſ- 
much as he could to the ſaying, he marvelled Mr. Claude never offered it, 


being ſo conſiderable as to ftartle moit People, that he thought there could ts = 


be nothing replyed to ſuch an expreſs paſſage, and that this Author ſeemed to Edition. 


ſpeak no more than what he had learxt from the Armenians themſelves. Having 
I ſay propoſed this Objettion, he Anſwers, that this was « Remarkable 
forgery of the Calviniſtical Tranſlator. That having defired ſome of his Friends 
to Tranſlat? from the Original Eneliſh, whatſoever related to the Armenians 
in that Book, he found by their Tranſlation that not only he does in no wiſe 
ſpeak of the real Preſence, but that almoſt all the diſcourſes contained in the 
249%» and 250'h. page were foyſted in by the Tranſlator, who made his 
Dreams and Fancies paſs for the Relations of a Traveller. That *tis likel 
he has done the ſame in ſeveral other places, fo that this whole Book is rather the 
Tranflators Romance than the true account of s Yojage. This Diſcourſe being 
very dilingenuous and refleQing on the reputation of a worthy Gentleman, 
who has ever manifeſted in his Writings and Converſation an exemplary 
fincerity, ir has happened that Mr. F3cgfort having ſeen this charge in 
Mr. Arnanud's Book has publickly juſtifyed himſelf from it. And for this 
effeft has produced before Mr. Pompone the Frezch Kings Embaſſadour into 
Holland Mr. Arnaud's Nephew, Herbert's Book in Engliſh Priated at 
London. 1638, by Rich. Biſhop, wherein is preciſely theſe words, 7hey 
adminiſter the Loras Supper in both kinds, Bread and Hine, axd deny a real 
Preſence. They allow but our two Sacraments. Having produced this Ori- 
vinal, he cauſed a Letter to be Printed and directed to me, in which he 
complains of the injuſtice Mr. 4r»a4d has done him, and proteſts, he 75 nor of 
that Temper to make uſe of Frauds to uphold theTruth of that Religion heprofeſſes, 
as knowing it abhors them,and makes no difference between thecheats which the Mo. 
dern Divinityof ſome call pious, and the falſhood that deſtroys the Soul of him that 
utters it.He then recites Mr. Arnaud's Exprefſions,and refutes his Calumaies, 
and offers for his juſtification the very words contained in Herbert in the man 
nerI related *um. Afterwards he ſays he does notbelieve Mr. frnand dares 
now juſtify, that in the Original Engliſh there is no mention of the real Pre- 
ſence, nor affirm *tis a mere impoſture of the Calviniſtical Tranſlator. That 
he alſo affirms whatſoever is to be met with in page 249 and 250, concerning 
the Baptiſm of the Armenians, their Proſelytes, Faſts, Images, Prieſts, their 
Belief touching Purgatory, their Su erſtitions, and Efforts which the Jeſuits 
have made to ſubje(# them to the See of Rome, ts really contained in the 
Original Engliſh, there being nothing of his Invention 1h all this. And 
to juſtifye it relates at length Herbert's own words in that Lan- 


guage, 
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THIS ſo well grounded defence, has obliged Mr. Arnaud to retraQ} 
inthe Second Edition of his Book this accuſation Printed in the Firſt 
He has retrenched all thoſe Injurious Diſcourſes againſt the Reputation, 
and ſincerity of Mr. /iqfort, and acknowledged his Tranſlation to be 
faichful and exaQly according to the Original. He has at the ſame time 
diſcovered to us the cauſe of his miſtake,to wit, that there having bin twy 
Editions of Herbert's Book one in 1634, th'other in 16345. in which the 
Author contained himſelf within the Relation of his Voyage; and the 
Second in 16389, whercin he had added ſeveral particulars relating to Reli. 

ion and Hiſtory, thoſe whom he conſulted had ſeen only the firſt Edition, 
= that Mr. Yicgfort Tranſlated from the Second in which was fyund 
the Paſſage in queſtion. 


I am far from being of that Humour to inſult over Mr. Arzaud in this 
Oceaſion, nor draw advantage from his precipitous way of falling foul og 
Authors,who mean not the leaſt hurt to ham. I do not doubt bur he is 
troubled at his own raſhneſs in grounding a charge of this importance on 
a ſuppoſition, he has found to be falſe, without conſidering whether there 
might not bemore Editions of Herbert than one. But he muſt ſuffer me 
to tell him that what he has inſerted in his Marginal Notes is not a ſufficient 
excuſe for him, the French 77anſlation, ſays he, making no mention of two 
different Editions of this Engliſh Book,we could not Divine it. Muchleſs could 
the Tranſlator Divine he would be accus'd for an Impoſtour, for not having 
declared there were two Editions of this Book. Theſe kind of Accuſations 
pronounced with ſuch confidence do ſuppoſe a Man to have made an exat 
Inquiry before he utters them, whereas had Mr. -4r»asd taken the leaſt 
pains in this reſpe& he might have eaſily diſcovered there was a Second 
Edition of Herbert's Book, and found what he has bin ſince ſhewed. He 
necded not divine but certainly inform himſelf, for this Book being Printed 
at Zondon in 1638, and being moreover famous in that kind, he might 
have been ſoon fatisfyed concerning it. But ſuppoſing he could not, he 
ought not preſently to call a Perlon a Deceiver : But rather to have 
propoſed his doubts, and require a ſolution of Mr. Y:cqfort himſelf, and 
not thus ra ſhly charge a Gentleman that never offended him. I could 
willingly forbear mentioning this particular, Mr. Picgfort having no need 
of my Apology, did not the intereſt of my cauſe oblige me to declare to the 
World how little confidence we ought to have in Mr. 4-»asd's Diſcourles, 
if they be not upheld by ſolid and convincing Proofs, which they never 
are, as appears from this whole diſpute. 


BUT laying aſide this conteſt ſee we what Mr. Arnaud offers againſt 
the Authority of Herbert, who expreſly affirms the Armenians deny the 
real Preſence. He matter not, lays he, the advantage which the Calviilts 
would make of this Teftimony of Herbert, who to enlarge the Second Faition 
of his Book, has added what he pleaſed, touching the Religion of thoſe People 
through whoſe Countrys he travelled, without telling us from whom he learnt 
what he Relates of them, for he only ſays what he Bo taken out of Authors of 
his own Seft, who have treated of them, as Breerewood has done. Thoſe 
Authentick Proofs which we have produced touching the faith of the Arme- 
nians do filly ſolve this Point. And not to mention others, there it 
0 compariſon between a Calviniſt who ſpeaks in his own cauſe, and accord- 


ing to his intereſts, without Authority and proofs, and a Lutheran, ſuch 4 
one 
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tites the Perſons from whoms he learnt what he tells us. 


MR. Arnaud has ſoon forgotten what he wrote on this fame ſubject 
in his firſt Edition, //e may well admire, ſay's he, that My. Claude, who 


ove as Mr. Olearius is, who ſpeaks againſt himſelf and his own intereſt, and 


is wont to propoſe ſlight Objections, (hould omit one, which is very conſiderable 
in appearance, and enough to ſtartle People, becauſe the ſolution of it is ſo hard 
to be found, that we cannot juitly reproach him, if he be ignorant of it, The 
Objettion 1s, that we meet with this paſſage in a Traxſlation of Herbert's 
Voyages, That the Armenians deny the real preſence of the Body of Chriſt, 
It ſeems there can be nothing replyed to ſo clear a paſſage, and that this 
Author who tells us what he learnt from the Inhabitants themſelves off 
thoſe Countrys, as well as Mr. Olcearius, may at leaſt weaken his Au- 


thority. 


WHENCE I pray comes this ſo manifeſt a contrariety of judgment ? 
As long as the pretended Impoſture of the Tranſlator continues in Mr. 
Arnaud's thoughts, Herbert's Authority is weighty and ſufficient to ftartle 
People, the ſolution of it is difficult, and it ſeems there can be nothing replyed 
to þ plain 4 paſſage. But {o ſoon as this pretended Impoſture vaniſhes, 
then 'tis, we matter not the Teftimmony of Herbert, aud Fallelons Perſons 


ought not to credit it. Before he was an Author who ſpecks w 


at he learnt from 


the Inhabitants themſelves thro whoſe Countrys be paſſed. Now he 


is a Perſon 


that to enlarge his Book has in his Second Edition added what he pleaſes.Befoxe he 
was an Author, who way wellweaken the Authority of Mr. Oleatius, now he is « 
Calviniſt zz zo wiſe comparable with a Lutheran, ſuch as My. Olearius. 
What is this but a ſporting with Authors, extolling *um, depreffing them, 
and making *um good or bad according as Mr. Ar»euds Occalions require. 
'Tis plain he wants an obje&t to exerciſe his wrath on; if it be not. the 


Tranſlator, it muſt then be the Author; and when the living 


eſcapes him, 


then the Dead muſt pay for't. Who told Mr. Ar»axd that what Mr. 
Herbert relates in his Second Edition is not what he Learnt from the Inha- 
bitants themſelves thro whoſe Countrys he travelled, but Excerptions 
from Breerewood ? He dared not mention, lay's he, fromwhons be learnt what 
he relates. 1f this be ſufficient to invalidate the Teſtimony of Travellers, 
wecan be certain in nothing =_ tell us couching the manners of People, 


and their Religions; for it fel 


om happens that Travellers denote the 


Perſons from whom they have bin inform'd, and if they be unfaithful in 
reſpe& of the things they tell us, they may be as well ſon reference to the 


naming of Perſons. 


MR. Herbert was a Perſon of Quality, deſervedly Honourable both for 
his Learning and Integrity. He has viewed whatſoever was worth his 
Obſervation both in 4 and rica, and "carefully denoted the manners 
and Religions of People, writing nothing till ſuch time as he was well 
informed of the Truth of it. What means Mr. Arnaud then thus to attack 
his Memory, and tells us thag a Perſon thus qualifyed has copyed out from 
Breerewood, that is to ſay,froma Scholar who perhaps never travelled farther 


thanhis own Country? 


CHAP: 


Chap. 8. 
firſt Editions 


44 The Fifth Book touching Book V. 


CIE A-P. - YV- 


Hr. Arnaud's Proofs touchng the Armenians examin'd. 


ſhew that the Armenians have ever effeitually believed both one 

aud the other Point, , and that there is no reaſon to accuſe them of 

denying the real Preſence or Tranſubſtantiation, 7 hich we ſball 
now Examine in this Chapter. 


B- here are, ſay's Mr. Arnaud, tertain and poſitive Proof which 
C. 6 


HIS firſt Proof is taken from the Teſtimony of Zanfranc, who 
diſputing againſt Berengarius ſay's, that the Greeks and Armenians, and 
generally all Chriſtians hold the ſame faith as the Roman Church. But Mr. 
Arnaud has not conſidered that Zarfranc do's not direQly impute 77an- 
ns 5 gg" either to the Armenians, or Greeks, he imputes it to %um 
only by a Conſequence drawn from their glorying all of *um that they 
receive in the Sacrament, the real Body axd real Blood of Jeſus Chiift 
taken from the Virgin. Now we have ſeen as well by the Relation,of 

| Carmes, as from the Information of Benedict, that the Armenians pave this 
expreffion a ſence wholly contrary to Zarfranc's Conſequence, fo that 
this Proof has bin already inyalidated by the Teſtimony of the -4-menians 
themſelves. | 


Ibid, 


THE Second is taken from the Berengarians never alledging they 
were of the ſentiment of the Armenians, or any other Eaſtern Church. 
Yet was it impoſſible but they muſt know 'what was their Opinion, 
ſeeing that Perſons Voyaged from all parts of Zwrope into the Z#, 
and this would have bin a ſpecious pretence to the Henricians and Abingen- 
ſes to avoid the rigour of thoſe puniſhments they underwent. But to 
diſcover the weakneſs of this reaſoning we need only remember that 
in the 14 Century under Zoh» XXII. Benedict XII. and Clement VI. 
it was held in the Weſt for an undoubted truth'that the 4r-menians denyed 
Tranſubitantiation, and the real Preſence, as we have already ſeen in the 
foregoing Chapter. That *twas the unanimous Report of the Armenians 
themſelves who were in the Court of Rome, and of the Zatins which 
had bin in Armenia, Yet altho the Diſciples of Berengarius were rigo- 
rouſly perſecuted in that age, we do not find they ever juſtifyed themſelves 
by the example of the Armenians, nor that the Court of Rowe handled 
them leſs ſeverely upon the account of this conformity. We find on the 
contrary, their adverfaries have reproached them with following the 
Hereſie of theſe Eaſtern People, as appears by what I have already related 
concerning the diſputes of Zhomas Haldenſis againſt HPiliff, fo that 
that was objeQed againſt them as a Crime which Mr. Arad would have 
them make uſe of for an Apology. 

Ited. p. 45 96 
"TIE III. and IV. Proof are no more concluſive than the two firſt. 


They eontain that Gregory VII marking in particular the Errors wow 
the 
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the Armenians ought to condemn to the end they might be received into 
the Communion of the Church, makes no mention of any Error againſt 
the real Preſence and Tranſubitentiation. That in the year 1 145. 
The Patriarch and Biſhops of Armenia ſent Embaſladors ro Pope Zugenius 
IL. to render him all kind of Submiſhon, and make him judge of the di- 
ferences which they had with the Greeks. That if this Pope had believed 
they were in the Error of Berengariue, he would not have bin contented to 
inſtru them in the Ceremonies of the Church and manner of Celebra- 
ting the Sacrifice. That Othor of Friſinga who relate this Hiſtory would 
never haveconcealed ſo important a circumſtance. Tanſwer that Gregory VII. 
particularizes only four Errors, for which he Cenſures the 4rmenians. 
|. That they mix no water with their Wine inthe Chalice. IT. That the 
compound the Chream with Butter, and not with Balm. 111. That they 
reverence Dioſcorus as a Saint, altho he was condemned. In fine, that 
they added the (ſign) of the Crols to the 7riaſagios after the manner of 
Hereticks. How many other DoQtrines and Cuſtoms have the 4rmeniays 
beſides theſe four Articles, which the Xomzn Church do's not approve of ? 
They hold the Opinions of Z»ryches. They do not hold the Doftrine of the 
Propagation of Original fin. They deny Purgatory, They ſtill offer Sa- 
crifices after the manner of the Fews. They condemn third Marriages, 
for as bad as Fornication. They deny the Sacrament of Confirmation. 
They do not hold the Conſecration of the Bread is made by the only 
words of Feſus Chriſt. They believe the Holy Spirit proceeds from the 
Father alone, and ſeveral other Points which ſeperate *um from the Zatins, 
and of which neither Gregory VII. Fugenius III. nor Ortho of Triſings 
make any mention. Which ſhewsthere can be drawn no Concluſion from 
their ſilence, and that Mr. Arnaud may better employ his time than in 
colleQing theſe kind of Proofs. 


— 


Baron id; 
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THE V. is taken from ſome expreſſions of a Catholick of Armenia, | 
who lay's, in the conference of Zheorien, that the Hine becomes by Con+ 
ſecration the Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, and that the Son of God is Sacrificed with- 
in the Church for the Salvation of the HYorld. But this Proof is too weak to 
confirm what Mr. Arnaud pretends. For firſt we have already ſhewed 
him that this Catholick ſpake of his own head, and not from his Church. 
And moreover, what he fay's do's neither conclude the real Preſence, nor 
Tranſubſtantiation. The Wine becomes by its Conlecration the Blood of 
Feſus Chriſt in repreſentation and myſtery, according to the expoſition 
which the Armenians themſelves give to thele ways of ſpeaking, as we have 
ſeen in the foregoing Chapter, and the Son of God is Sacrificed in the 
Church in Commemortion, inaſmuch as the aCtion of the Euchariſt is a 
Myſtery which repreſentshis death. Let Mr. 4-»eud conſult (ifhe pleaſes ) 
the Marginal Note which is on the fide of this laſt paſſage, and he will 
find the ſolution of his Difficulty. The Greek Text has lus > Sky 5 STING S 7 
vids T8 O85 ume 7 TH 1dCuS mxvT«G ewTHe1%, the Latin, Mattatur intus he 
Dei filius pro totius mund ſalute, and the Marginal Note, hoc eft, repreſenta. 
tur in ſacra cane mattatio Chriſti. 


bid. þr 4 60, 


THE VI. Proof is taken from that during the Croiſado's the Popes Cs 
held a laſting and ſtrict Union with the Church of 4-menxia. That the * * P5467, 
Catholick of Armenia, yielded obedience to Pope Zugenius III. That 
this Union was confirmed under Zznocext IT]. who ſent a Crown to 
Zeo King of Armenia, and that as well this King, as Gregory the Pucianks 


| 
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of Armenia, ſentan Ambaſſador to /znacent to acknowledge” the Primacy 
of the Roman Church. Thar there were Alliances made between the 
Latin Princes and thoſe of Armenia.'% That Pope [nnocent excommuni- 
cated the King of Armenia at the requeſt of the Templars, and ſome time 
after gave him Abſolution. That this Union laſted during Gregory IX. his 
time, and Clement V I. 


BUT what is this but a telling of Stories, and copying out of Raynadss 
at any rate. [f the proof which Mr. Arnaud pretends to draw from this 
Union be ſufficient to conclude the Armenians were conformable to the 
Church of Rome in the Doftrines of the real Preſence and 7ranſubſtantiation, 
twill be ſufficient to conclude likewiſe that they were conformable to 
herin all the other Points concerning which we do not find the Popes 
ever troubled themſelves to corre them, or make the leaſt inquiries a- 
bout them. They were fatisfyed in the Kings and Patriachs of 4+- 
menia's acknowledging, their Authority, hoping by this means to intro- 
duce hereafter quietly amongſt them the Religion and Ceremonies of the 
Latins, and in the mean time made uſe of *em in other occaſions. The 
Kings of 4rmenia on the other hand were very ready to give the Popes 
encouragement to believe they would reduce. their Kingdoms to the 0- 
beyſance of the Roman See, and in the mean time procured the aſſiſtance 
and proteCtion of the Zatins, whoſe power was then Formidable through- 
out the whole Eaſt. But this did not hinder the Armenians from keep- 
ing ſtill their Doftrines and Cuſtoms, as appears by what we have ſeen 
in the preceeding Chapter of Foh» XXII, Benedict XII and Clement VI. 
The 79 Article of the information of Benedif# expreſly mentions , 
That the Prieſts and Biſhops of Armenia enjoyned 4 pennance during ſome 
years to thoſe that had bin Baptized by the Latins, and condemned them to 
undergo a 5 years pennance who had received from them the other Sacrament. And 
the 86 Article. 7hat the Armenians ſay, and h:1a, that ſince the Council 
of Chalcedon, the Roman Prelate has xo more Authority over them which 
are under him thtn the Patriarch of the Neſtorians over tbe Neſtorians, or 
the Greek Patriarch over the Greeks, that the Pope knows his own power and 
the Armenians likewiſe theirs. And the 9g" Article ; that the Armenians 
perſecute t hoſe amongſt them who have been Baptiſed according to the form of the 
Latins,and bold the Faith of th: Roman Church, and that they ſay the Roman 
Church Frrs, and that they Armenians keep the true and Catholick Faith. And 
the 117" Article. 7hat the Armenians keep not the true Faith which the 
Roman Church holds, nor its Sacraments, and Blaſphemes againſt the Roman 
Church the Pope and his Cardinals, ſaying they are Hereticks. That the C«- 
tholick of Armenia minor ſay'd, the Pope and Cardinals deftroyed more Men 
every day than they had Hairs on their heads, And altho they preach againſt 
Simony, yet do they grant no favour without committing it; that as to them 
Armenians they had all of *um kept themſelves undefiled in Armenia minor, 
except the King and ſome Perſons of Quality - who held the Roman Faith. 
"Tis then to no purpoſe for Mr. 4rnaud to tell us that Zznocent 11. and the 
other Popes would not have held fo ſtrift a Union with the Armenian 
Church had they believed the Armenians were Berengarians, ſeeing they 
did at the ſame time ſtir up all Fraxce againſt the Albingen/cs, and cauſed 
"um to be exterminated with Fire and Sword. Theſe excellent Reaſons do 
not hinder , but that the Armenians held \tillall their Opinions contrary 
tothe Doftinesof the Rowan Church under the Popedom of Benedii# X 11. 
And 11. that amongſt thoſe Opinions, that which denys 7; tn" 

an 


mmm 
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and the real Preſence is plainly remarked. III. That altho the Kings and 
ſome Perſons of Quality embraced the Roman Religion, yet the Body of 
the Armenian Church kept totheir Ancient Religion, even to the blaſphem- 
ing the Roman Church, the Pope, and his Cardinals, according 


to the Terms of the Article which I now mention'd. LV. In fine it will 


not be found, that /2nocezt IIT. or any other Pope required of the Armes- 
nians any particular Renunciation of their Errors, be they what they will, 
It ſeems either theſe Popes luppoled the Armenians had abſolutely the 
ſame Faith as rhe Roman Church, or difſembled theſe Errors, in hopes, as 
1 already ſay'd, that in eſtabliſhing their Authority in 4rme»iz, they might 
introduce amonglt them the Religion of the Z4tins, by means of their 
Emiſſaries which the Kings favoured, and to whom ſome Biſhops pave 
liberty to preach, as appears by the 78 Article of the Information of 
Benedict, The Catholick of Armenia minor, lay's this Article, Conſe- 
crating Six Biſhops has drawn from them 4 Publick Act, in which they ſolemnly 
promiſe, to ſuffer no longer their Youth to learn the Latin 7 ongue, and to 
give no more liberty to the Latin Preachers, who Preach the Faith of the 
Holy Roman Church in their Dioceſs, or Province, Moreover he obliges 
every Biſhop be Conſecrates, to Anathematiſe the Armenians that deſire 
to become true Catholicks, and obey the Roman Church, Fe: forbids them 
to Preach that the Pope of Rome is the Head of the Eaſtern Church , 
and calls himfelf Pope, aiting in this quality in the Eaſtern Countrys from 
the Sea to Tartaria. 


tt HAS. 


AS to what Mr. 4rn4s4tells us concerning Zames de Pitry, and Bro y;g. ,, ce 
card's ſilence who impute not tothe Arm-nians the denying of Zranſubſtan- 456. 


tiation, we may anlwer him that their (ilence ought not to come in compe-. 
tition with the Teſtimony of ſo many . Authors, who expreſly affirm they 
deny it. Moreover Brocard ſpeaks not of their Opinions, and Zames de 
Vitry takes notice only of the Ceremonies and Rites which appertain to 
the external part of their Religion, without mentioning any thing of their 
Dorines.But Mr. Arzaud who comes and offers us ata Demonſtrative Proof 
of the Union of the Armenians with the Popes in the time of the Croilado's, 
ought not to conceal what ZFames de Yitry has written on this Subject ; 


altho the Armenians, fay's he, promiſed obedience to- the Soveraian Prelate ch 
and Roman Church, when their King receiv'd the Kingdom from the Em- Vitciucs 


perour Henry, 4nd the Regal Crown from the hands of the Arch-Biſhop biſtor, Grient, 


of Mayence, yet would they not part with any of their Ancient Cere. +79" 


monies or Cuſtoms. And theſe were their Reunions with the Romgn 
Church, 


"TIS true there was in thoſe Times one of their Kings named Haytoy, 
who marvellouſly favoured the Zatins, and perhaps *wwas he of whom 
Mr. frnaud ſpeaks, who took on him ar laſt the Habit of St. Francis. But 
be itas it will, this King did all he could to introduce the Roman Religion 
- Into Armeniz, but in vain. Obſerve here the words of the Information 
ot Benedict Art. 116. A King of Armenia called Hayton aſſembled all the 
Dottours and Biſhops of his Kingdom together with the Patriarch to unite "uns. 
to the Roman Church, axd diſpute with the Legat which the Roman Church 
hid ſent; But the diſpute , i ended the King acknowledged the Truth was on 
the Romaniſts (ide, and that the Armenians were in an Error, and therefore 
ever ſixce, the Kings of Armenia minor have embrac'd the faith of the Roman 
Church, Yet were not the Biſhops Doftours and Princes ſatisfied with this, 
Ggg and 


ce 
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after rhe departure of the Legat a Doftor named Vartan wrote a Book againſt 
the Pope and his Lepar, ani againſt the Roman Church, in which-he call; 
the Pope 4 Proud Pharaoh who with all * his Subjetts are drowned in the $0, 
of Hereſy. He ſays that Pharaoh's Embaſſadour, meaning the Legat, retary- 
ed home with ſhame. &c. *Tis to be obſerved that this Book of Dy. 
PYartar's altho full of paſſionate InveQtives againſt che Pbpe and his 
Church, yet was receiv'd'in 2rmenza, as if it had bin the Canons of the 


Apdſtles. ; 


\ 


WHICH conſidered, I ſee no reaſon to prize fo much theſe feign'd Submiſſi- 
ons which the Kings of Armenia have ſometimes yielded tothe Pope by their 
Embaſfadors, as for inſtance ſuch as was that of King Ofinins paid to 
Folhn X X11. by a Biſhop who in thename of the King, and his Kingdom, 
made ſuch a profeſſion of faith as they deſired. To make this a proof, as 
Mr. Arnavd do's, is either to be ignorant, or difſemble the Genius of this 
Nation. The Armenians in the exigency of their affairs, made no ſcruple 
to ſend to the Pope Perſons, that promiſed him whatſoever he deſired; 
but as ſoon as ever the danger was over, and they had obtain'd of the 
Zatins what they deſired, they made a mock at their promiſes, as 
Clement V1. reproaches them in his Letters to the King, and Catho.* 
lick of Armenia, as we have. already obſerved in the preceding 


Chapter. 


WHICH has bin well obſerved by the Author of the Book called the 

The am- Ambaſſage of Dr. Garcias de Syhua Fipueroa, The Religion, fay's he, 
baſſage of of the Inhabitants of the new Tulpha, who are Armenians 6y birth, is the 
var—es Chriftian, together with the Opinions which the Pope ſuffers them to retain. 
Trauſlated by But to ſpeak the truth there are very few that reverence, or acknowledge the 
Mr. de Vie Pope ; althoſt all of "um obſtinately retaining their own ancient Religion. 
fort-p. 193. For altho ſeveral of the Biſhops and Prieſtsof their Nation that have paſſedover 
into Europe, ( moved ghereunto by their extream poverty, their expences in 

travelling, and intollerable perſecutions of the Turks, during the continusl 

HVars between them and the Perſians, ) have often offered to obey the Roman 

Church, yet when this was tobe concluded, they bave ſtill fallen off, and refuſed 

to acknowleds any othet Authority than that of their Patriarch, obſtiuate!y 

retaining their ancient Ceremonies and Zitargys. This has bin the perpetua! 

complaint of the Zatins, But Mr. Arnaud has imagined this a ſecrer 


tO Us, 


THERE. is perhaps more heed to be given to what he alledges touch: 
ing a certain Perſon gzamed Gerlac, who belonged to the Ambaiſador ſent 
from the Emperour to Conſtantinople, about an hundred years ſince. This 
Gerlac relates in one of his Letters a Diſcourſe he had in matters of Religion 
with the Patriarch of the Armenians at Conitantinople, and amongſt other 

” things he tells us, 7hey hold that the real Body of Jeſus Chriſt 7s preſent 
in the Sacrament in its proper Subitance ( He means the ſame as they of the 
Auſbourg Confeſſion) J» cena Domini werum &f SubHantiale Corpus & 
Sangainem Chriſti adeſſe dicunt, ſed videntur Tranſubſtantiationem probare. 
But upon the reading of this Letter, it will ſoon appear that, this Patriarch 
with whom he diſcourſed, gaye him his own private ſentiments, and not 
the DoQrines of the Armenian Religion. For he tells him, that he boliew- 
ed and confeſſed that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and 1% Son, 


contrary to what the Greeks hold. Yet do's it appear from the conſtant 
Teſtimony 


ts 
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teſtimony of Authors, who treated of the Opinions of the 4rmenians, 
chat they hold the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father alone, and are 
in this particular at accord with the Greeks againſt the Zatizs. . So fay's 
Guy Carmes, the information of Benedii# X LI. Prateolus, Breerewood and 
{eyeral others, and therefore the firſt thing Zugenins IV. did in the. Council 
of Florence, when he gave his inſtruQtions to the Armenians, wis to oblige 
them to receive the Symbol with the addition of the F:lieque. Belides 
this Gerlac's Patriarch expreſly declares he holds the Doctrine of the 
Ubiquity, that is to ſay, of the preſence of the Humane Nature in 
Feſus Chriſt, whereloever the Divinity is, which is not the real belief 
of the Armenians, as we have already ſufficiently proved. Ger/as adds, 
That they acknowledge the Roman Prelate to be the Head of the Univerſal 
Church, which is not true,. as apptars as, well by the information of 
Benedict, as by the Teſtimony of ſeyeral other Authors. *Tis moreover 
apparent that his affirming them'to believe the Subſtantial Preſence of the 
Body of Zeſ«sChriſt inthe Sacrament is only grounded on this pretended Doc- 
trine of the Ubiquity, which grants this Body tobe every where,and by Con- 
ſequence in the Sacrament. And as to' Zranſubſtantiation; he do's not 
abſolutely impute it to 'em, but ſay's they ſeem to admit. of it, videwtor, 
fay's he, 7ranſubſtantiationem probare, Let the reader judge whether this 
Tranſlation be faithful. 7+ appears, is-an expreſhon which giyes . the 
idea of a thing clear and evident, whereas every one knows that the 
videtur of the Zatizs which Anſwers our Engliſh word 7t ſeems, gives 
the Zdea of a thing which has the likelyhood and colour, but which is 
not abſolutely out of doubt, of a thing which we may think to be true, 
bur of which we have no certainty. *Tis likely Geriac grounded his 
videntur on the General Term to change, which the Armenia Patriarch 
made uſe of, but in effeQ this Term do's not ſignify a 7ranſubtan- 
tiation, and "twas only Gerlac's prejudice which perſwaded him ir 
did. 


- THE fame prejudice may be obſeryed id Mr., Oledri#+ as appears 
from his own words, . 7. was informed, fay's hes. by the ; Patriarch of 
Armenia who viſited us at Schamachia a City of Media, that the Armenians, 
held Tranlubſtantiation. Now believins Tranſubſtantiation, that is to 
ſay, the change of Bread and Hine into the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, 
"tis not to be queſtioned but they hold the true and |rehl Preſence. © His Au- 
thority in reference to the Armeniays is:only grounded on a that i870 ſay , 
as it was in reſpe& of the Moſcovites!1 It you deny;his explanation, his 
Teſtimony ſignifes nothing. l 


AS to the atteſtations which :Mr. 444d produces of Hacaiasddgr the 
Patriarch of the 4rmeniaps reunited, to! the Roman Church, arid who is 
now at Rome where Mr. Arnaud. tells-us he has'taken care:to:have him- 
conſulted, and of Uſcanue Yardapet; an Armenian: Biſhop 'whoi was not 
long fince at Amſterdam, we know.very well there's little heed tabe! given 
to theſe ſort of Peoples teſtimonyz,: who. never-;come into.'the Weſtern 
parts but upon the Accquant of fome;'Temporal-intereft; and never fail to 
Anſwer as you would haye them. Ihe Zatins and ther Popts:themſclves 
have bin often deceiv'd,-'and if, '] may-not be: believed;: let eAmmhony ds 
Gonreau an Emiſſary 6f the Miſſion of F/peheam be conſulced, who in 
the Hiſtory he wrote concerning. the- reduQtigh.-of - the {rmeriens of 
Þerfia tells us » That altho in the, Union made. int the Conntil of gy 
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the Armenians reunited themſelves, and the greateſt part of the Greek Chuych 
likewiſe, yet theſe People proceeded not with that fervour and dilivence which 
was requifit in a matter of that zmportance 3 08 the contrary they were [0 little 
mindfull of it, thro the malice or negligesce of their Prelats, that Þ do wo 
find among [t them the leaſt ſign of this reduttion, nor any thing which this Couni/ 
detreed, nor Obedience thereunto recommended. There is no mention of it 
in their Books and Traditions. And T7 wonder that John Laurens of 
Anania i h)s Univerſal Fabrick ſhould ſay , that the Armenians almyft ;n 
General have lately received the determinations of the Trent Conncil, [ej 

not ſo much as the name of it was ſcarce ever heard by the Biſhops or Patriarch 
nor have they altered any of their Cuſtoms either good or bad, for this many 
Ages. But perhaps this Author was informed of this by ſome Armenjang 
paſſing throughout Europe, or that dwell therein upon the account of Traqy, 
who for the moſt part return anſwers according to the deſires of thoſe that aſk 
"um, and that they may not fail therein, do very often ſpeak contrary to tyath, 
which the Biſhops and Prelates of theſs Schiſmaticks who come to Rome 
often do tb gratifie the Pope, promiſing their Flocks ſhall yield Obedience to 
him, but at their return home, they ſoon forget their engagements, [xt any 
one then judge of what weight the atteftations of theſe People are,and whe- 
ther the Diſcourſes of Hacciadovr and Yardaper, are to be preferred before 
ſo many other convincing Teſtimonies which affert the contrary of what 


they affirm. 


CHAP. VI. 


Of the Neftorians , Maronites, Jacobites, Copricks, and 
Ethiopians. That they hold not Tranſubſtanciation, 


Sets that profeſs the Chriſtian Religion. Mr, Arzaud 
pretends all of *um hold the real Preſence and 


V EE ſhall treat in this Chapter of the other Faſtern 
Tranſubftantiation. 


AS to the Neftoriens he grounds his Opinion concerning them 
on the filence of Ancient and Modern Authors, who never told us the 
Neftorians differ from the Churehyof \Rowe in this particular. He adds 
that the Emifſaries ſent by the Pope into theſe countrys'to endeavour their 
reduCtion to the Obedience of 'the 'Roman See, never diſcovered any 
—_—_ make *um ſuſpe& the 'Faith '6f the Atſtvrians touching the 
Eucharift. Hefſay's in'fine, that-whef'tlie- Veforiaxs reunited themſelves 
to the Church of Rome, they were tiever required'to' make any particular 
declaration of their belief in reference to the Eucherift. 


BUT as to what refpe&s the filetice 'of Aithors, we have already 
aniwer'd in the caſe of the 2/oſcovits, that they'do tonly chiefly _— 
. thoſe 
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thoſe points which are expreſly controverted between the other Churches 
and the Roman, deſcending not fo far as to particularize all other matters, 
which theſe Churches do or donor hold. 


THE ſame may be faid touching the ſilence of the Emiſſaries. The 
Emiſfaries have contented themſelves in mentioning thoſe Errors from 


- which they have freed the /Veforians, without mentioning the new Do- 


Arines which they have taught *um; and this indeed concludes they have 
not bin obliged to introduce 7ranſubſtantiation amongſt theſe People by 
way of diſpute, being a Point, againſt which the Vefforians were pre- 
judic'd; but this do's not hinder them from being oblig'd to bring it ir 
by way of inſtruQtion, as being a Doctrine not compriſed in their Ancient 
Religion,and which they oughr now to receive,to the end they may become 
conformable ro the Roman Church. 


WHICH juſtifies it ſelf by the conduct of the Popes themſelves, 
who; have {ent the Emiſſaries, for they ever recommended to them this 
profeſſion of Faith which we have fo often already mention'd, and which 
expreſly contains the Article of 7r4»/ubtantiation in theſe terms, Sacra- 
mentum Euchariſtie ex azymo conficit Romana #ccleſia, tenens et docens, 
quod in ipſo Sacramento, Panis vere Tranſubſtantiatur 7: Corpus, Of FVinwn 
in Sanguinem Domini noſtr+ Jelu Chriſti. 7he Roman Church Celebrates 
the Sacrament with Unleavened Bread, holding aud teaching, that in this 
Sacrament the Bread is really Tranſubſtantiated into the Body, and the 
Hine into the Blood of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. | 


THE Popes have ever earneſtly recommended to the Miſſionaties 
the -up——s of the Neſtorians, ahd other Eaſtern Chriſtians according 
to this Formulary. They have ſent it tothe Wefftorian Profelyte Biſhops, 
enjoyning *um to have it continually in their minds, and to teach it their 


— 


People, as we may ſee in Rayna/dus. In the profeſiion of Faith which $yna14u 43 
Timotheus a Neſtorian Arch-Biſhop of the Iſle of Cyprus made in the 4" 1445- 


year 1445. notlong after the Counal of Florexce, he was made to lay that he 


ronfeſſed and approved of the Seven Sacraments of the Roman Church, and Raynalii; ad 
of the manner after which fbe halds, teaches, and Preaches them, | And in 99% 1445: 


the Reunion made in the year 1583. of certain AVeftoriaw Chriſtians 
of St. Thomas whom the Portugaiſes found in the Kingdoms of Cochin, 
Conlan, and Crangenor, Du Farric oblerves their 'Arch-Biſhop was 


cauſed to profeſs what the Council of Florence had decreed touching the (91%, 8 


Hillory of the 


Dottrine which muſt be held concerning the Sacraments. He means without Eat Indias. 


doubt that which was ſet down inthe InftruQtion given to the 4rmeniens, 
in which we fee the Article of 7rauſubftantiatiov. All which ſhews us 
they well knew the Neceflity there was of introducing 7ranſubtantiation 
into the Neſtorian Church, to make it conformable to the Raman; whence 
Moy t—n difficult to conclude that this Doftrine was not eſtabliſht in 
it 'before. 


IN effe& had the Emiſſaries and other travellers into thefe Countrys 
found the belief of the Subſtantial Converſion eſtabliſhed m'them;tis not to 
be -doubted but they would have proclaimed it -to-the' World, and made 
this a Proof of the Antiquity of that Article. 'Mr. Arzaud would not 
have bin reduced 'to the Neceſſity of drawing a Proof from their fi- 
lence, ſeeing they would have poſitively declared they found theſe People 

imbued 
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imbued with this ſentiment, that the ſubſtagceof Bread is changed into the 
proper Subſtance of the Body of Feſus Chriſt. The Popes would have loudly 
Cloryed in it,and certainly there would havebinſomeBody or other that would 
have taken Notice of the contradictions of the Proteſtants in Lurope: 
but inſtead of this neither the Popes nor Emiſſaries make mention 5# 
this prerended conformity, and Mr. 44»2ud Philolophiſes upon their 
not charging the /Veſtorians with their being Calvinifs, and upon ſome 
paſſages of their Liturgies which are very uncertain, and which ar 
bottom are of no conſideration in reſpeC of our diftcrence. 


LFONTIUS of Byzancjus recites a Diſcourſe concerning thele 

Neftorians from whence we may ealily gather their Opinion touching the 

Leomius Biz. Bread of the Euchariſt. They were very earneſt ( according to his Relation) 
-+-1.0b wh with an Orthodox Chriſtian ro communicate with them, aad this Perſog 
«Lib. 4 Bibi, telling them he could not have Communion at the fame time with the 
pair,tom. 4. Catholick Church and theirs, they anſwered him, that this need mt 
trouble him becauſe the Bread which is propoſed as a Type of the Body of 

Jeſus Chriſt contains a greater bleſſing than that ſold in the market, or the 

Bread which the Philomarianites offered in the name of Mary. *'Tis appa- 

rently ſeen theſe are not the expreſſions of Perſons that believe the real 

Preſence which the Roman Church holds. This ſhews they acknowledged 

no other-effe& from the Conſecration than that of a Vertue of BenediQtion, 

| or Grace, and 'tis alſo very Remarkable that in this Diſcourſe they do 

not give any other gr on we _—_ _— = that of the 

ci. Type of the Body of Zeſus Chriſt, in whichxbey follow the expreſſion of 
a = - Neftorius himſelf x & Author of their Se, who ſpeaking of the - 09 of the 
Neft. Lib. 4. Euchariſt fay's, that the Body of Jelus Chriſt is the Orgind of it, which is 


/ 
why Eight 35MuCh as to ſay chat the Bread isa figure which repreſents this Body. And 
Chapter * thus far concernig the NeF#orians, 


wherein are 
ry go AS to the Aaronites their profeſſion of Obedience, ſince ſo long a 
Liturgy of the tlme,. to the See of Rome, receiving their Patriarchs from the Pope, do's 
N#torians, evidently exclude them from this diſpute. Yet we cannot but oblerye 
on 93%" how little exat Mr. Arnaud is, when deſigning to ſhew that the 1Maronires 
Pp. +8. © © believed 7ranſubſtantiation and the real Preſence even before their Reunion 
to the Rowan Church, ſay's, that Thomas a Jeſu mentions ax extrait made 
by the Popes Legats of the bad Propoſitions they found in the Books of the 
Maronites, amongit which they comprehend the different Ceremonys, ſuch as 
, Communicating of both kinds, giving the Communion to Children. 7 ia this 
Catalogue of ſuſpetted 'Propoſutions, there's not one relating to the Fuchariſt. 
'Tis certain Mr. Arnand is miſtaken, having peruſcd this extract a little 
careleſly, for otherwiſe he would have obſerved three Propoſitions which 
evidently ſhew that theſe People did not believe 7ranſubtantiation, nor 
yet the Subſtantial Preſence. The firſt is, Zhat ow Saviour Chriſt dipt 
the Bread he gave to Judas, to 'the end be might thereby take off the Conſe- 
cration, Chriſtus intinxit Panem quem erat Judz porretturus ad Confſe- 
crationem tollendem., We have already obſerved that this Errour miſt 
be grounded on this Principle, that the Bread is a Subject thar receives 
Grace as aquality, which imprints its ſelf in its Subſtance, and which 
may be effaced in waſhing the Bread. For what likelyhood is there had 
they believed-that the effe& of the Conſecration was to change the Sub- 
ſtance of Bread into that of the Body of Zeſus Chriſt, that in dipping the 
Bread the Subſtance of the Body of Feſ#s Chriſk would þe waſhed off LE 


a — 
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THE 11, Propoſition-which the Legats expunged out of the Maronites 

Books was, Zhat when we receive the Euchariſt, it Deſcends not into the 

Stomach, . but immeaiately diſperſes 13 ſelf” to every member of our Body. 

This Propoſition was deem'd. Heretical,, and in effe&t, we cannot believe 

that the matter of rhe Sacrament diſperles its ſelf to all the Members of 

our Body without ſuppoſing it to be the Subſtance of Bread, there being 

too many abſurdities to make the proper Subſtance of Chrizts Body pals 

into the Subſtance of our Fleſh, Yet this Sentiment is grounded on the 

Dodtrine of Damaſcene who expreſly aſlerts, 7hat the Sacrament paſſes Pamaſcen. 
into the Subſtance of our Souls and Bodys, that *tis neither Conſumed or - "* : _ 
Corrupted, nor paſſes into excrements, but into our Subſtance and for our ey 414 
Conſervation. We made uſe of this Paſſage of Damaſcene to ſhew he 

believed the Euchariſt to be a real Subſtance of Bread, ſeeing it paſſes 

into that of our Bodies. Mr. Arnaud derides this Conſequence, Dg's _ 

Mr. Claude, fay's he, pretend that Damalcene believed the Euchariſftical ** 70 © 8 
Bread paſſed into our Souls to become @ part of them ? Surely he will not proceed / 

ur. Fhw then will he conclude it enters into our Bodies to become 1 part of 

thcir Sabſtance ? And why do's he not conclude on the contrary, that as theſe 

words, in Conſiſtentiam anime vaait, do ſionify nothing elſe in reſpect of ” 

Sol, but that the Body of Jelus Chriſt unites its ſelf ro the Soul, to conſerve, 
fortify and operate tn it his Graces, ſo this expreſſion, in Conſiftentiam C Or Poris 

wadit, des ſirnify nothing elſe, but that the Body of Jelus Chrift anites 

it ſelf to owr Bodys to preſerve and ſow on them according to the. Fathers the 

ſeeds of a Glorious immortality, 


BUT Mr. 4-24 deccives himfelf, not comprehending that according 
to Damaſcene and the Greeks, there are two thiugs in the Euchariſt, the 
Subſtance, and rhe Spiritual and divine vertue, which is imparted to it by 
means of the Conlecration, ſo that Damaſcexe making a diſtribution of 
theſe two things, attributes one of *um to the Sout, to wit the Divine 
Vertue, and th'other to the Body, to wit the Subſtance, and *cis in reſpe&t 
of this latter that he ſay's -5 &xTarapr, & qpdrugduerov, Uh hs ded eAvo 
Jagev, Md 101TO, GAN" 5 TW HAS Slory £, avilneuew, Not conſuming OY Corrupt. 
ing it (elf vor paſſing into Excremeuts,God forbid, but paſſws into our Subſtance 
and preſervation. He lay's exprefly it pafſes into our Subſtance. Why 
will not Mr. /rnaud tuffer me to lay it after Dawaſceze himfelf ? Had 
he well examined the Doctrine of the Fathers, he would have found in 'um 
this diſtinion of two things whereof the Sacrament conliits, one of which - 
reſpets immediately the Body and th'other immediately the Saul. 
Under the new Law,lay's Cyril of Feruſalenathe Heavenly Bread and Cup of Salwa- 
tionSanitify the Soul and Body, for as theBread reſpetts tbe Body,ſo the word(that "<'p Hie 
is tolay the Conſecration performed by the word)ye/ates 70 the Soul.ZheBread, ©: 920 + 
lay's Epiphanius, 7s 4 aliment, but there is in it a quickninz Yertue. And. $7 vom 
Origen before *um diſtinguiſhed the Bread from the Euchariſt, in reſpe&t ©. © 
of what it has material, and in reference of the Prayer fay'd over 
it, 


Origen. Comms 
am Ali 15- 


THE III. Propoſition, cenſured in the Books of the Afaronites is 
contained in an Article of the extrat, which has for its title, NVonnnli 
loce ſacre Scripture prave intelletta, ſome places of Scripture miſunderſtood, 
and is thus deſcribed, Aſſerunt Legendum eſſe, hoc eſt Sacramentum Corporis, &e. 
They affirm we muſt read, this is the Sacrament of my Body, cc, Would 

"" Mr. 
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Mr. Arnaud without Prejudice or Paſſion but conſider a while the 
importance of this Propoſition. For. whether theſe People pretended we 
muſt read the Text, not, this is my Body, but, this is the Sacrament of 
my Body, or meant only that this was the ſence we muſt give to the 
words of Chriſt, as the title of the Article inſinuates. Is it poſſible tha 
Perſons who believed the ſubſtantial Preſence and 7ranſubftantiation of 
the Roman Church, ſhould either make this correction, or ſeek this cx- 
plication? Was there ever a one of the Zatins that ever had ſuch x 
thought in his mind, that we muſt not read, this is my Body, but this is 
the Sacrament of my Body? Do they not all on the contrary affirm that 
we muſt keep ſtrialy to the literal ſence ? Let Mr. Arnavd conſult him- 
ſelf hereupon, and tell us whether he could offer ſuch a Propoſition and 
whether he would not eſteem it Scandalous and Heretical ſhould any 
other propoſe it. 


YET muſt we obſerve that Zhomas a Feſu who recites the Extraft which 
the Popes Legats made, fay's expreſly that theſe Propoſitions which they 
found in proper terms in the Books of the Maronites, or received by the 
Publick Conſent, and by Tradition, and which they condemned as 
manifeſtly Heretical, or Erroneous, or Superſtitious, were Errors 
common to the other Eaſtern Nations, 1o that what we now Rehearſed con- 
cerning the Maronites mult be extended in general to all the Schiſma- 
tical Churches. 


AS to the paſſages related by Abraham Fehellenſis a Maronite, who 
was of the Seminary at Rome, Mr. 4r7aud muſt bear with me if I tell 
him, (that conſidering the CharaQter which Gabriel Sionita gives us 
of this Perſon, whom he perfeQly knew, being both of the ſame Country, 
and having paſſed over a great part of their Lifes together) he 
ought to be aſhamed to offer any thing grounded on theſe kind of Teſti- 
monies, and to ſuppole us ſuch Fools to give credit to the Relation of a 
Man ſo cryed down. 


COME we now to the FZacobites, Copticks and Ethiopians, Mr. Arnaud 
brings again upon the Subje of theſe three Churches the ſame Negative 
Arguments drawn from the ſilence of Authors and Emiſſaries, which 
he uſsd in reference to the /Zoſcovites, and Neſftorians, ſo that we need 
do no more than to return the ſame anſwers already made, and tell him 
that, if theſe People had the ſame belief as the Roma, Church touch. 
ing the Subſtance of the Sacrament, ſeveral Authors and Emiſlarics, 
would without doubt, have informed the World thereof ; and make 
advantage of this conformity which they diſcovered berween the /« 
tins and them. 


I ſhall tell him here again what he has bin told elſewhere that, when 
the Emiſſaries were ſent to theſe People to inſtruQt them, they ever carried 
along with them the profeſſion of faith of Clement VI. which contained 
expreſly the Article of 77anſubſtantiation; that the Popes have ſent it to 

Raynald. ad. their Patriarchs and Profelyte Biſhops; and that when Zugenins 1V. 

am. 1442- reunited to-the Zatin Church Zohn the Patriarch 'of the Zacobites, he 
made him accept the decreee of the Reunion of the Armenians which 
contains in proper Terms the DoCQtrine of 77 a»ſubſtamtiation. 


BUT 
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BUT after all we may tell him it cannot be ſuppoſed the Zecobites, 
Copticks or £:hiopians were conformable to the Roman Church in the 
DoArine of the Euchariſt, holding as they do, that there is but one 
Nature in our Saviour Chriſf which is the Divine, according to the 
Opinions of ZFutiches and Dioſcorus. We cannot without charging thein . 
with the greateſt Abſurdity ſuppole they believe the Subſtance of Bread 
is really converted into the Subſtance of the Body of Zeus Chriſt, ſezing 
they hold that Zeſ#s Chriſt has nota Body, there being only the Divine 
Nature in him. Now that they hold this laſt Error, may be proved by 


infinite Teſtimonies. 


NICEPHORUS a Greek Hiſtorian affirms the Zacobites aſſert , Niceplor Cati. 
that after the Union there was only one Nature in Jelus Chriſt, Zeal Hh 
: Cap. 52. 
BROTHER Biew/, of the Order of Preachers, affirms the ſame in The wonder. 
the Relation of his Travels, Zhe Jacobites, fay's he, are Hereticks fol! Hit. of 
and Schiſmaticks. They ſay there is in Chriſt but one Subſtance, one Ope- _—_ 
ration, and one Will, which is the Divine. This is falſe and contrary to Tartar. 
our Catholick Faith. For in Chriſt with the Divinity is a true Subſtance , 
Operation and Humane Hill. For the true Paith is, that God was real God, 
and real Man. And a little further ſpeaking of a Diſpute which he had 
with them. Ye ſhewed them, lay's he, wherein they erred, when they 
denyed our Saviour Chrilt to be real God and Man, and yet would 
fill retain and affirm that in Jeſus Chriſt, there was ouly one Subitante, 


one Operation, one Nature and one Hill which according to them is the 
Divize, 


POPE #obn XXII. writing to Raymwund the Patriarch of Feruſalen Raznall a 
complains to him of the Facobites being tolerated in the Kingdom of 29%: 3:36. 
Cyprus, and grounds his complaint on that theſe Hereticks dared maine" P 
tain ar4inft the truth of the Orthodox Faith that there was but ove Nature in 


our Svioxr Chrilt. 


GUY Carmes expreſly obſerves this amongſt the reft of their Errors, Guil Cu.ſun, 
that they affirm there is in Jelus Chriſt but ove Nature, no more than om tide 
, g 4cob. Darth, 
one Perſon, and therefore th'y make the ſign of the Croſs only with one I —__ 
finger . miner. torr 
i Santi fl, 3 '»% 
THE ſame may be ſeen in_ Barthol..:Salignac's Voyages into the - 9 f"' 
. . ſatcot. £- 
Holy Land. Zhey hold, ſay's he, (ſpeaking of the Zacobites ) that there is 1.16. 6,4.. 


but only one Nature in Jelus Chriſt 'which is the Divine. Lib. 7. ds 
Facob. art. 4. 


3. Foann. Cutov, 


THEY profeſs to believe but one Nature is Jelus Chriſt, ſay's 7;1.} 11,,,0; 

Prateolus. & Syriac. Lib, 

2. Ci”. fo 
THEY are corrupted by ſeveral Errors, fay's Cottovic, and eſpecially 
in reference to our Sxviour Chriſt. For they confound our Saviours Divine 
and Humane Nature, and make thereof but one Hill and one Operation, 
They deny there was in Jelus Chriſt after the Union of the Word with the 
Fleſh two Natures intire and perfett without confuſion of Perſon. Moreover 
they maintain that the Fleſh which our Saviour Chriſt took was not of the ſame 
Nature as ours, and that the H/ord was not changed into true Fliſp, but into 1 
Hhh ; know 
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know not what kind of Phantaitical and apparent Fleſh, aud that he rathe, 

ſeemed to be a Man, to be born and dye than really to do and be ſo. Thus 4 

they teach that all the My ag our Salvation, the Incarnation, Paſſiny 
Reſurrection of our Saviour, his Aſcenſion into Heaven, and bis Second C, oming, 
are only things feigned and appearances, and by this means make invalid 1 

 ... theſe /dyſteries. And to confirm their Hereſy by an external Te imony 
Cittovie. 11d. ehey make the fign of the Croſs only with one finger thereby repreſenting that ther, 


Voyages and. | 
Oblery.of the #5 but One Nature in Jeſus . 


Stcur de Is | 
- 7 HE tells us the ſame thing of the Copricks. Zhey follow, ſay'; 
<1: 2,5" he, the Hereſy of Dioſcorus «"d Eutiches, which is common to them with 
Pag 371 .. - | 
the Jacobites. 


THE Copticks are Schifmatical Chriftians, ſay's the Sieur Boulay l: 
Gonux, and hold the ſame Errors as the Armenians, Fm and 
Ethiopians following in every thing the Opinion of *\Diolcorus avd Eu- 
tyches. 


Thevenet's THE Copticks, ſay's Mr. Thevenot, are Chriſtians but Jacobites, 


_— * that is to ſay, followers of Eutyches and Dioſcorus. 


Pf. 5Or. 


IT will be needleſs to produce any more Teſtimonies for the 
. confirming a thing fo well known that Mr. Arnaud cannot but ac- 
knowledge it : neither need we ſay much concerning the Zthiopinn: 
who are in all particulars like to the Copticks, and receive from them 
their uns, that is to ſay, their Patriarch, as Mr. Arnaud acknowledges, 
Yet will I here relate the Anſwers which an yi» Prieſt named 7hecls 
Maria returned to the queſtions offered him at Rome by ſome Cardinals 
who Colloquy'd with him by order of Pope Sixt#s V. in the year 1594, 
as we find them ſet down by Thomas aFeſu. Being aſkt day's he, how many n- 
 Fures, wills and operations the Athiopians held to be in our Lord Jeſus Chrift, 
© He anſwered that the Wthiopians profeſſed to believe only one Nature in Jeſus 
Chriſt after the Union, one Will, and one Operation, yet without confuſion, 
and he added he knew well that the Achiopians, Copticks and other Feſtern 
Chriſtians that hold this Opinion deviated greatly from the truth. Being 
askt whether the Athiopians believe one Nature in Jelus Chriſt reſ»!ting 
from two, He anſwered that the Athiopians do not ſay fo, but profeſs to 
believe that there is only one Nature in our Saviour without mixture or con- 
futon, which they affirmto be the Divine. Being moreover demanded whether 
the Ethiopians received the Deerees of the Council of Chalcedon. He an- 
ſwered they condemned this Council, becauſe therein was confirmed the two 
Natiires in Jeſus Chriſt, avd that therein was Condemned Dioſcorus rhe 
Patriarch of Alexandria. The Relations of Zrhiopia confirm the ſame 
thing. 

IT now concerns us to know whether all theſe Nations, to'wit, the 
Facobits, Copticks, and Fthiopians can hold Tranſubſtantiation, that is 
toſay, thequeſtion is whether they be People indued with common ſence. 
For what can be more contraditory than to maintain on one hand that our 
Saviour Chriſt has no real Body, that there is nothing in him but the 
Divine Nature, that his whole converſe in the World, his Birth, Death 
and Reſurrection, were only bare Appearances without any Reality. And 


to believe on the other, that the Subſtance of Bread is really changed 
into 
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into the proper Subſtance of- his Body, into the ſame Subſtance he took 
of the Virgin, and which he retains ſtill in Heaven. Mr. Arnaud will tell 
us they hold 77 ranſubitantiation after their manner. But let him ſhew us 
then what this manner is. Will he have*um believe the Subſtance of Bread 
is inwardly changed into the Subſtance of theſe Appeerances with which 
they ſay the Divinity heretofore clothed it {elf ? Beſides that it would be 
ridiculous to attribute a Subſtance to ſimple Appearances which are 
nothing, and thar- according to them theſe appearances are no longer 
in being having ceaſed with the Oeconomy; will notthis be excellent ſence 
toſay that the Subſtanceof Bread changes it ſelf into the Appearances which 
do not appear? for they will be concealed under the Vail of the Accidents of 
Bread, that is to ſay, they will be inviſible Appearances lying hid under 
other Appearances. | 

WILL Mr. -4rnaud, ſay they, hold the Zranſubtantiation of Bread into 
the Nature of the Divinity, which is to ſay that the Subſtance of Bread 
becomes it {elf the Divine Efſence ? But if it be true that theſe People hold 
{o monſtrous an Opinion, whence comes it that both Ancient and Modern 
Authors make no mention of it; never examined the Conſequences of 
ſuch a Converſion 3 have vehemently argued againſt the converſion 
of the Humane Nature into the Divine to ſhew that *tis impoſſible, and not 
mentioned a word of this converſion of Bread into the Divinity? How happens 
itthe Emiſſaries never diſcovered tothe World ſo important a ſecret, never 
diſputed againſt them on this point, nor the Popes'ever made them abjure 
ſuch an ablurd Opinion 1n the reunions made between theſe People and the 
Church of Rome? Whence comes it the Greets who have bin mixtwith 
' them, ſince ſo many ages never reproached *um with this kind of 77a 
ſubſtantiation about which there may be great Volumes written? Mr. 4- 
zaud who is lo ready at arguing from the lilence of all theſe People, Authors, 
Travellers, Emiſſaries, Popes, Greeks, &c. ought to inform us of the rea- 
ſon why not one of *um has mentioned a word of this pretended change of 
Bread into the nature of the Divinity. 


AL L this I think ſhould oblige Mr. 4nd to ſuſpend a while his judg- 
ment touching Mr. Picquet's Letter which fſay's, hat al the Levantine 
Chriſtians, who are Hereticks, and conſequently ſuch as have entred into a 
Confederacy againſt the Roman Church, yet hold as an Article of Faith, the 
real Preſence of Jeſus Chriſt, az4 Tranſubſtantiation of the Bread and | 
Hine into the Body ard Blood of our Lord. He ought at leaſt to deſire him a__ gen 
to conſult what they mean in ſaying there is but one Nature in Zeſus Chriſt, arethus-elated 
and that the Divine one, and yer the Subſtance of Bread to be really chang- by Mr. #-- 
ed into the Subſtance of Chri#s Body. _ in his 22 


B!1T this ought to oblige him likewiſe not to draw ſo lightly his Con- 
ſequences from ſeveral Paſſages of the Liturgies which are attributed to 
theſe People, wherein the Euchariſt is called the Body and Blood of 
Feſus Chrizt, and ſaid to be truely this Body and' this Blood. For be- 
ſides that theſe Expreſſions import not 7ranſubitantiation, as | have often 
proved, and ſhall farther prove in what follows, *tis to be conſidered that 
we have no certainty that theſe pieces are real or faithfully Tranſlated, 
ſeeing that in thoſe few Paſlages which Mr. Arnaud produces, there may 
be obſerved a Remarkable difference. The Liturgy which is in the 
Biblietheca Patrum under the Title of Canon generalis Ethiopum, mentions 
that the People ſay after the Prieſt has Conſecrated, Amen, Amen, 

Hhh2 Amen, 
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Amen, credimns & confidimus, & laudamus te Deus noſter, hoc wer; 
Corpus twum eſt, He believe it, We truſt in thee and praiſe thee O Lord our 
God, this is really thy Body ; but Athanaſius Kircher otherwiſe relates theſe 
Mr. «Arnaud words, Amen, Amen, Amen, credimus, & confidimus, & laudamus te, 
Lib. 5. C13. O Domine Deus noſter, hoc eſt in veritate credimus caro tua, Pe believe the 
Pp. 518, we truſt in thee, we praiſe thee O our God, this, we believe is thy Fleſh in truth. 
In one place the People are made to ſay they believe, that "tis rruely the 
Body of Jeſus Chriſt, and here, that they believe "tis the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt 7» truth, Now there is a difference between theſe two Propoſicions, 
for in one the Adverb zr»ely, refers to the Body, and in th'other to the Faith 
of the People. This alteration is not ſo inconſiderable but that we may 
ſee by this Example that thoſe who have given us this Liturgy which is in 
the Bibliotheca Patrum have not {crupled to accommodate their Tranſlation 
as much as in them lay to the ſence of the Roman Church, and to wreſt 
for this effe&t the Terms of the Original. I never fſay'd this whole Piece 
was abſolutely fititious as Mr. Arnaud wou'd make the World believe. 


1 ger ws But only that that paſſage which ſpeaks of the Elevation of the Hoſt is 


Book V 
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C8. 4 mere Forg-ry, and this we have proved by the Teſtimony of Alvarez 
Lib5. C. 13. and Zaga Zabo, one of which poſitively deniesthe Z:hiopians elevate the 
p. 516. Sacrament, and th'other declares they do not expoſe it. *Tis to no purpoſe 


for Mr. Arnaud to endeavour to juſtify this alteration in ſaying perhaps 
there be different Ceremonies in Z#rhiop44, that they elevate the Sacrament 
in ſome places, and not in others, that they elevate it in a manner fo little 
Remarkable that it has given Occaſion to Alvarez and Zaga Zabo in com: 
paring it with the elevation of the Roman Church to. ſay they elevated 

> 1tnot at all, that is, they do not elevate it ſo high as to make it be ſeen, 
as is uſual amongſt the Zativs. *Tis plainly ſeen theſe are mere Subterfuges 
and vain Conjettures: Had Alvarez and Zaza thus meant they would have 
ſo explain'd themſelves, and diſtinguiſhed the Places, or the manner of 
the Elevation, whereas they {peak abſolutely. Mr. rand do's not know 
more than theſe two Authors, and were he to correCt or expound them 
he ought at leaſt to offer ſomething that might juſtify his -CorreRion or 
Expoſition. We may confirm the Teſtimony of Alvarez and Zaga Z bv 
by that of Montconies a Traveller into thoſe parts, who deſcribing the 
Maſs of the Copticks, who, as every Body knows are of the ſame Religion, 
and obſerve the ſame Ceremonies as the Abyſſins, ſay's expreſly that they 
aſe no Elevation, 


IT is then certain that this Liturgy ſuch as it is in the Bib/iorbers 

 Patrum is an altered Piece, and therefore tis inſerted in it without any 

mention whence *twas taken, or who Tranſlated it, as I already obſerved 

in my anſwer to the Perperuity. Yet foraſmuch as the Almighty taketh 

the crafty in their own Nets, there are ſeveral things left untouch'd which 

do not well agree with the Doctrine of 7ranſubſtantiation, ſuch as for 

Inſtance is this Prayer which the Prieſt makes after the Conſecration, 

Miſſe fre Ctommemorating,lay's he,thy Death,and Reſurrection,we offcr thee this Bread and 
Canon uni» Cup, and give thee thanks inaſmuch as that b this Sacrifice thou haſt made us 
on — worthy to appear in thy Preſence,and exerciſe this office of Prieſthood before thee. 
vom ds Mee moſtearneſtly beſeech thee O Lord to ſend thy Holy Spirit on this Bread 
and Cup, which are the Body aud Blood of Jeſus Chriſt our Lord and Saviour 

for ever.Did they underſtand the Bread and Wine were the Body and Blood 

of the Son of God in proper Subſtance, would they ſay to him himlelt 

that they offer to him the Bread and Cupia Commemoration of his ag” 

anc 
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and Reſurrection, and would it not likewiſe be impious to deſire him to 
ſead on this Bread and Cup his Holy Spirit ? *Tis not to Zeſus Chriſt 
himſelf that the Zatins do offer his Body and Blood; thoſe that believe 
the Romazreality do not expreſs themſelves in ſuch a manner,much leſscan 
they deſire of him to ſend down his Holy Spirit on them - for as ſoon as 
ever tis conceived to be the proper Body and Blood of our Lord in the 
ſence wherein the Zatins underſtand it, *tis believed there is a fulneſs of 
the Holy Spirit in them. 


1 cannot but here relate what Mr. Fancheur has obſerved touching the 
Egyptian Liturgy commonly called St. Gregory's, by which will appear that 
the complaints we make concerning thele pieces are not without cauſe. 
The Egyptian Ziturgy, lay's he, attributed ro St. Gregory imports, 7 


offer to thee O Lord the SYMBOLS OF MY RANSOM. For Faxcheur on 
there is in the Egyptian NICYMBOLONY, that is to ſay 7% oJuCoe the Lords 


as { have bin informed by Mr. Saumaiſe, who has an ancient Manuſcript - 
of it , and not as Vietor Scialach 4 Maronite of Mount Libanus has 
Tranſlated it , ( who being of the Seminary at Rome, aeſigned by a 
Notorions falſity to favour the cauſe of our Adverſaries , ) pracepta libera- 


tionis med. 


BUT beſides this way of corrupting the Liturgies by falſe Tranſlations, 
it is moreover true that, when theſe Zevanrine Chriſtians were Reunited 
as they often have bin with the Zatins, the Zatins never fail'd to examine 
their Books, and take out of 'um whatſoever they found thereincontrary to the 
DoQtrine of the Church of Rome;for example,there has bin inferred in the B/- 
bliotheca Patrum the Liturgy of the Neſtorian Chriſtians of Mallabar,bur un: 
_ derthis title corredFed and cleanſed from the Errors and Blaſphemies of the Neſto. 


rians,6y the 7Luſtrious and Reverend My Lord Alexius Menenles Arch-Biſhop of Migs Chrigi. 
. Goa. Vitor Scialach in his Letter to Velſerns'on the Zeyptian Liturgies called 4» 2pud. 


. St. Baſis,Gregorie's,and Cyril*s, lay's, that the new Manuſcripts have bin cor- 
* retted by the order of the Holy Roman Church, into whoſe Boſom, as into that 


of a real Mother, the Church of Alexandria has lately returned under the PM Ibid bib, patr, 


dom of . Clement F777. 


THERE's all the likelyhood in the World that this Clauſe which 
appears in the Z-yptian Liturgies of St. Baſil, and Gregory, of Liitor 
Schialch's Tranſlation, and from which Mr. 4rnaud pretends to make 
advantage, is an Addition made thereunto by the Zatins, in ſome one of 
theſe Reunions; for if we examine it well we ſhall eafily find that *is a 
confeſſion of the reality of the Humane Nature in Z*ſ#s Chriſt, which is a 
confeſſion direMy oppoſite to the Error of the Copricks who only acknow- 
ledge the Divine Nature. | 


OBSERVE here the terms, /7 #s the ſacred and everlaſting Body, and the 


real Blood of Jeſus Chriſt the Son of God. Amen. it is really the Body ofthe Em- pz 


manuel our God. Amen. 1 Believe, {Believe, 1] Believe,and will confeſs till the Lift 
breath of myLife that this is the living Body which thy ouly Son our Lord God and 
Saviour Jeſus Chriſt took from the moit holy and moſtpureMary the Motherof God, 
our common Lady ,andwhich he joyned tohis Divinity without converſion, mixture or 
confuſion. 1 make the pure confeſſion which he made before Pontius Pilate,he pave 
his Body for «s onthe Croſs by bis own will. He has really aſſumed this Body for us. 
[ believe that the Humanity was never ſeperate from the Divinity, no not 4 
Moment, and that he gave his Body to purchaſe Salvation, Remiſſion of Sins 
and 
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and eternal life for all thoſe that [ball believe in him. There needs no great 
ſtudy to find that the deſign of this whole Prayer is to confeſs the Truth of 
the Myſtery of the Incarnation, and the reality of the Humane Nature in 
Feſus Chriſt, and that theſe words, without converſion, mixture or a 
are preciſely thoſe which have bin ever oppoſed againſt the Hereſy of the 
Eutichiens with which the Copticks are tainted. Whereupon we cannot 
doubt but that this is an addition of the Zatrms, who in reuniting thele 
People to themſelves have inſerted in their very Lirurgy, ieveral Clauſes 
expre{ly contrary to their old Error, that they might the more abſolutely 
bring them off from it. 


LET not Mr. 4rnaud then any longer glory in theſe Eaſtern Liturgies, 
for if we had *um pure and ſincere, I do not queſtion but we ſhould find 
ſeveral things in *um that do not well agree with the Beliet of the Subſtan- 
tial Preſence, nor with that of 7ranſubſtantiation. Neither has he reaſon 
to brag of the general Conſent of all the Churches call'd Schiſmatical, 
with which pretence he would dazle the EyesoftheWorld.Upon a thro conſi- 
deration of what we have ſo farrepreſented to him whether inreſpeCt of the 
Greets, or other Chriſtian Churches, he muſt acknowledge he has over- 
ſhot himſelf, and bin too raſh in his Affirmations onthis SubjeA. Which 
I believe I have evidently diſcover'd, and in ſuch a manner as nothing can 
be alledged againſt it. I dare afſure him he will find in this diſpute no 
Sophiſms on my part. Having proceeded faithfully and ſincerely in it. 
I have taken things as they lye in their Natural order. I have offered 
nothing but upon good grounds, from Teſtimonies for the moſt part taken 
out of Authors that are Roman Catholicks. I have never taken Mr. 4rnau's 
words(as I know ofJin any other ſence than in that wherein he meant them, 
I have followed him ſtep by ſtep as far as good order would permit me. 
I have exaQtly anſwered him without weakning his Arguments, or Proofs, 
or paſſing by any thing conſiderable. In fine, Thave not offered any thing 
but what I my {ſelf before was convinced and perſwaded to be true, ard 
I am much miſtaken if I have not reduced matters to that clearnels 
mat others will be no leſs perſwaded of what Ifay than my ſelf. 


CHAP, 
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Hr. Athaud's 8th- Book touching the Sentiment of the Latins on 
the MyStery of the EuchariSt ſince the year 700. till Paſchaſius's 
time, examined. 


done the pretended. Conſent of all the Eaſtern Churches with 
the Zatin in the DoArines of the Subſtantial Preſence and 
Tranſubſtantiation, 1 ſhould now apply my ſelf tothe examination 
of what Mr. Arnaud alledges touching the Zatins themſelves from the 
7h.. Century till Paſch«ſus's time excluſively, that is to ſay, till towards 
the beginning of the Ninth. And this is the deſign of the greateſt 
part of his 8. Book; and which ſhall be the greateſt part of this 


of mine. 


= order of the diſpute requires, that having refuted as I have 


BUT not to amuſe the Reader with fruitleſs matters, tis neceſſary to 
lay aſide the firſt of his Proofs, which is only a Conſequence drawn from 
the belief of the Greek Church with which the Zain remain'd Unired 
during thoſe Centuries, whence Mr. Arnaud would infer that the Zatin 
Church has believed 7r4a»/ubtantiation and the real Preſence ſeeing the 
Greek Church has held theſe Doftrines as he pretends to have proved. 
We may reply in general that there can be nothing of folidity or certainty 
concluded from either of thele Churches, whether we conſider them fince 
their ſeparation, or during their - Reunion. The Zatins believed the pro- 
ceſſion of the Holy Spirit from the Father and the Son, ahd they ad- 
ded the filioque to the Syrabol long before the Separation of Photius, 
and yet the Churches continued United without diſputing on theſe 
Atticles, as they did afterwards. *Tis the ſame in feference to ſeyeral 
other points, and had not the intereſt as well of the Popes as of Photius, bin 
concerned in this affair, *tis likely both of *um had continued a long time 
in the ſame ſtate of communion together notwithſtanding all theſe ditfe- 
rences. *Tis then a mere abuſe to eſtabliſh the Doctrine of the Zatin 
Church by that of the Greek one, or that of the Greek one by that of the 
Zatin, whatſoever Union there might have bin betwixt them. He that 
would be certain of their ſentiments muſt conſider each of *um apart, an 
ſearch for the belief of the Weſtern Church in the Weſt, and that of the 
Eaſtern in the Eaſt. Not but that I believe the Zatins as well as the Greeks 
knew nathing af theſe admirable Dottrines of 7ranſubtantiation or the 
Subſtantial ce in the Ages now ift queſtionz but becauſe 1 cannot ſee 
how there caq be reaſonably drawn 4 Conſequence from the one to the 
other. And yer ſuppoſing the Conſequence were gaod, it cannot but be 
in my favour, having ſhewed ſo clearly as I have done that the Greeks 
have not the ſagnt belict touching the Sacrament as the Roman Church has 


at this Day. 
LET 


— 
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LET us lay aſide for this time the Greeks, ſeeing we have diſcourſeq 
ſufficiently on them, and come we to the Zatins themſelves. 7 will uxd.r. 
take, ſay's Mr. Arnaud, poſitively to ſhew from Authors of th:-ſe Centuries 
chat the Body of the Latin Church has had no other Faith touching this Myſtery 
than that of the real Preſence, and Tranſubſtantiation. 1 contelſs the unde;. 
taking is conſiderable and worth Mr. Arnand's pains, but we muſt ſee howhe 
acquits himſelf therein. For this purpoſe he has a long Chapter of pre. 
paratives whoſe title is, ſuppoſing the real Preſence and' 7ranſubtantiatioy 
were conſtantly and univerſally believed during the ſeventh, eigth and ninth 
Century, how men ought to ſpeak of the Myſtery of the Euchariſt accord. 
ing to Reaſon and Nature, and the ordinary way of their expreſſing them. 
ſelves. This' Chapter is full of long diſcourſes, whole drift is to perlwade 
us that provided we ſuppoſe the Zain Church firmly believed 7-7/4. 
ftantiation, there being then no diſpute about this Article we ſhall nor 
offended at ſeveral expreſſions ar{ing from Sence which cauſed the Eucharilt 
to be called Bread and Wine, the Subſtance of Bread and Wine, that it 
would be even contrary to Nature not to find in the Writings of theſe Ages 
any Traces of this Language of ſenſe, and that a too great care to avoid 
it, would notat all agree with the ſtate of thoſe times. Moreover all which 
can be expeQted is that the Writers of tholc times have explain'd themſelves 
in terms which plainly and naturally denote the Faith of this Myſtery, 
and imprint the idea of it inthe minds of all thoſe which hear them litterally. 
That the firm belief which they had of the Reality ſhould only have hindred 
them from ever propoſing any of the Opinions of the Sacramentarics. 
That as to the doubts which ariſe from this Myſtery they have not wholly 
diſſembled them, but endeayoured to fatisfie *um after a prudent manner, 
in ſaying the Euchariſt is truely and properly the Body of Z*/us Chriſt. 
That this expreſſion explains and determines the ſimple cxpreſſions which 
affirm the Euchariſt to be the Body of # ſus Chrift. That they abridged thcir 
words and left ſomething to be ſupplyed by the minds of choſe they ſpake to. 
That the Myſtery ot the Euchariſt being compoſed of two'parts, th'one 
viſible and tother inviſible, th'one lenfible, and th'other intelligible, 

that is to fay, of the outward vail which is the Sacrament, and of the Body 
of Feſus Chriſt covered with this vail, it may be conſidered in three 
manners. The firſt is to reſpeQt ir direaly, and the Body of Z*/as Chriſt in- 
direQly. The ſecond is to reſpect direQtly the Body of Ze/us Chrif, and the 
Sacrament indiretly.And the third is to conſider equally the Sacrament and 
the Body of Zeſus Chriſt. That from theſe three ways of conſidering this 
Myſtery there ariſe ſeveral different expreſſions ; for according to the 
firſt it may be call'd the Sacrament of the Body of Ze/as Chriſt, the Myſtery 
of the Body of Zeſus Chri#, the Figure of the Body ; and according to 
the ſecond be ſaid that the-Body of Zeſ#s Chriſt is contained in the Myſtery, 
in the Sacrament, under the Figure of Bread and Wine, and according 
to the third that the Euchariſt is both the Reality and the Figure, That 
*tis Natural for a mans mind to apply it ſelf to one of tele particulars 
without denying the other. In fine, that as this Myſtery comprehends 
ſeveral Relations, Cuſtoms, Benefits, and Senſes which are ingraved and 
repreſented inthe Symbols, it muſt needs be very commod with Authors 
of thoſe times to apply themſelves to the ſhewing Wig apaichful theſe 
myſterious Significations, without concerning themſev& about the 
explanation of the effential part of the myſtery ſeeing *twas known of 


all the World. 
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AND this is the ſum of this confuſed heap of Arguments with which 
Mr. Anand has ſtuft the Second Chapter* of his 8th Book. *Tis evident 
he deſign'd by theſe Circuits propofed with ſuch a prodigious Perplexity 
of Words, to throw himſelf into a Labyrinth, and draw inſenſibly his 
Readers after him. For to what end is this heap of Suppoſitions, 
Propoſitions, Refletions, Diſtintions, different ReſpeAts, Ways of Ex- 
prefſion &c. with which this Chapter is crammed ? Is 7ranſubftantiation 
{) deep funk into the 7th and following Centuries, that we cannot get at 
it unleſs we paſs thro as many Turnings and Windings, as there were 
Porches and Doors inthe Ancient Temple of Zeruſalem before a man could 
come tothe Sanctuary ? Methinks this alone is ſufficient to prejudice ones 
Mind againſt Mr. frnaud's Caule; for had the Zatin Church then believed 
the Converſion of the Subſtances, would ſhe not have clearly explain'd 
her ſelf ? ſhould we not have ſeen it appear in the Expreſſions of 
its Dotcrs, Without giving a mans ſelf all this trouble to find it ? 


MOREOVER how can Mr. Anavd deſire a man, before he judges 
of his Reaſonings, and the Expreſſions of Authors in queſtion, to ſuppoſe 
the Church then believed conſtantly and univerſally the real Preſence and 
Tranſubſtentiation, altho the never had ſeen any Controverſy to ariſe touch- 
ing theſe Articles? Is it fitting for thoſe who are to decide a Queſtion to 
prepoſſels themſelves with Prejudices by Suppoſitions which do in them- 
ſelves determine the Difference, or whish at leaſt muſt byaſs a mans Judg- 
ment towards thoſe things which are afterwards offered ? If I for my 
ſhare deſired a man to fuppoſe a Church which never heard any men- 
tion of the Subſtantial Preſence, nor Converfion of Subſtances; that never 
believed theſe DoQtrines, and were ignorant of all the Subtilties of the 
Schools on that point, my requeſt would be more reaſonable than that of 
Mr. Arnaud's: tor till we are ſhew'd 7ranſubſtantiation has bin receiv'd 
in a Church, we may ſuppoſe this Church in a ſtate of Nature in this 
reſpe&t. Now we know 'tis contrary to Nature to believe it. I know 
Mr. Arnaud would not fail to tell me we muſt not thus fill mens Minds 
with Prejudices, but leave *um at liberty to judge of things alledged on both 
ſides. This Suppoſition then which Mr. -4r2a44 would have us make 
is captious, far from being ſincere, and tending to ſurprize mens minds, 
| by making 'um take a part beforehand, without any ground or reafon, 

that being thus prejudic'd, they may fee what is not, and not ſee whar is. 
For it is certain 2ccording to theſe two different Suppoſitions, the one, 
that a Church believed Zranſubitantiation, but never diſputed about it. 
Thother that a Church did not believe 774/ubftaxtiation, nor ever heard 
it, a man ſhall differently judge of the ſame Expreffions. Upon one of theſe 
Prejudices a man will ſay, here's one of thele defeQive Expreſſions men- 
tiond by Mr. Arnaud, which leaves fomething to be ſupplyed by the 
Hearer; and on the other, a man will ſay, here's an Expreflion which 
comprehends the whole Faith of the Myſtery. In effeCt, hence proceed 
the different Judgments which the Catholicks and Proteſtants make on 
ſeveral Paſſages of the ancient Fathers, the one, believe they fee 7>anſub- 
#antiation in 'um, becauſe they read the Paſſages with this Prejudice, 
that the ancient Church held ir, and the places conſidered in this reſpe& 
confirm them in the thoughts which they have already entertain'd; the 
others do not find it in 'um, becauſe they conſider the fame Paſſages with 


this contrary Prejudice, that the ancient Church dig not believe it, my 
I:t theſe 
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theſe Paſſages conſidered in this regard make no Impreſſion upon then, 
On the other hard there are Paſſages which appear very conliderable fy 
the Proteſtants againſt the Converſion of Subſtances, and which yerappear 
but weak and inconſiderable to the Roman Catholicks. 


TO deal fairly in a matter of this Importance, it ſeems to me a man 
ought $0 compare theſe two Prejudices one with the other, and examine 
ſolidly which of the two is molt juſt and reaſonable. For this effe&t we 
muſt conſider the Church, either as a Society of men, or as a Society of 
Chriſtians. In the firſt reſpe£t it will be the greateſt Ablurdity imaginable 
to attribute to it the belief of 7ranſubſtantiation. If ſhe held it,it would be in 
the ſecond reſpeQ, I would ſay inaſmuch as ſhe is a Chriſtian Sociery that 
has ſuch Articles of Divine Faith, and particular Sentiments touching 
Religion which Nature do's not give. Now in this quality a man cannox 
realonably prejudicate that the Church of the 7rh. and following Centuries 
believed the Subſtantial Preſence and Zranſubſtantiation but by one of theſe 
two motives, either becauſe he ſees theſe DoArines contain'd in the firk 
and fundamental Rule of Chriſtian Religion, which is the Word of God, 
or ſees *um already eſtabliſhed in the preceding Centuries. If then Mr. 
Arnaud would eſtabliſh his Suppoſition, he muſt begin by Inquiries into 
the Scriptures, and Tradition of the firſt Six Centuries, and ſhew thereig 
the DoKrines in queſtion; which done, he ſhould deſcend to the Seventh 
and Eighth Ages,and make his Diſcuſſion on this Principle, that the Church 
at that time was in Poſſeſſion of believing the real Preſence and 77 anſub- 
ſtantiation. But he do's neither the one nor the other of theſe things, 
He begins his Diſcuſſion from the Seventh Century, and would have his 
Reader Judge beforehand from thence that the Church at that time held 
the DoQrines now in diſpute. This is a plain Deviation and ]}Iluſion, 
For till ſuch time as the contrary appears to us, we mult always prede- 
termine on Natures ſide. Now the order of Nature is neither to believe 
the Subſtantial Preſence, nor the Converſion of the Subſtance of Bread, 
ſo that unleſs the eſtabliſhment of theſe DoQrines in the Church 
appears elſewhere, we cannot but ſuppoſe the Church, in what time 
and place ſoever we conſider it, in a State purely Natural in this 
reſpect. 


WEE cannever, reaſonably predetermine, without ſome conſiderable 
motive, contrary to that common Light which regulates the judgments of 
men, nor contrary to Univerſal Notions, and general Cuſtoms. Now 
*tis certain that theſe three things oppoſe the DoArines in queſtion. 
For our Senſes give in their Teſtimony againſt them, and Reaſon carry 
us rather away from *um than to *um. Univerſal Notions give us quite 
different i4ea's than thoſe which theſe Doftrines conſtrain us to have, and 
the common Cuſtom is to judge of ſenſible things according to their 
Natural Characters. 


W FE ought never to prejudicate, without exceeding great reaſon, 
againſt an example, I mean againſt the uſual manner of proceeding, 
acting, thinking, or ſpeaking, in ſuch like matters as is this in queſtion. 
Now the Example of all People and eſpecially of Chriſtians ſhews, they 
conceive the Myſteries or Sacraments, without imagining any Converſion 
of Subſtance in um, that they give to ſigns the names of the things which 
they repreſent, todiſtinguiſh Myſteries from Miracles properly 1o called, 
ng 
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not to offer Miracles wrought on ſenſible things, and which are yer 
not only imperceptible to the Senſes, but alſo contrary co their Depo- 
ſition. : 


W HEN the Queſtion concerns a particular Doctrine which goes to the 
making up of a part of the Body of a Religion, a man ought never to 
prejudicate lightly againſt that which we call the Analogy, that is to ſay, 
the Relation, Coherence and juſt Proportion which ought to be 
Naturally between the DoCtrines, Maxims, and Cuſtoms of the ſame 
Religion. For 'tis with Religion as with the ſeveral Parts of a Building, 
or Xdifices of the ſame City, or Members of the ſame Body, or if you 
will, as with Children of the ſame _— They are known by one 
another, becauſe they all do in ſome fort reſemble each other; now if we 
conlider the Chriſtian —_— in the State wherein it was in the Seventh 
and Eighth Centuries, we ſhall find it full of Explications and Myſtical Ex- 
prefſions; for this is the true CharaQter of the Divinity of thoſe Days. 
We ſhall find perpetual Diſcourſes of that Spiritual Communion which we 
have with Zeſ#s Chriſt, and immediate Manducation of his fleſh as an AQ of 
the Soul,and ofa thing that belongs only to the Faithful.We ſhall not find they 
conſidered any more than two States in our Saviour Chrift, to wit, that of 
his Abaſement, and that ofhis Exaltation, without ever mentioning this third 
State call'd Sacramental. 


WE ſhall not find %m applying to the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, 
ſeveral Paſſages of the. Old Teſtament, which might be eaſily made to 
point at it, and which ſeveral DoQtors of the Roman Church at this day 
do in effeft make to relate unto 7ranſ#b/tantiation. It will not be found 
they have taken ſeveral Terms in the Sence wherein they muſt be taken 
upon the: Suppolition of Species; for Accidents witttout a SubjeQ, of Spiri- 
tually to denote an Exiſtence after the manner of a Spirit, of the Vail of 
the Sacrament or Figure of Bread to ſignifie a bare Appearance of Bread 
that covers the Subſtance of the Body of Zeſus Chrift, of Corporeel Preſence, 
for a Preſence after the manner of a Body, by Oppoſition to the Preſence 
of this ſame Body after the manner of a Spirit. Ir 1s plainly ſeen they haye 
forced and exaggerated the Expreſſions of the Scripture on the SubjeQ of 
Baptiſm, the Church, the Poor, the Goſpel, at leaſt as vehem ently as 
thoſe that are to be met with in the Scripture touching the Euchariſt. 
We ſhall not find they have made on the Subje& of the Sacrament either 
the Diſtin&tions, Obſervations or Queſtions, which Perſons prepoſſeſſed 
with the belief of the Converſion of Subſtances gught neceſſarily to have 
made, without being obliged thereunto by Diſputes. Nor, in a word, the 
proper and inſeparable Conſequences of this Dottrine, but on the contrary 
ſeveral things exaQly contrary to it. Now this is what I call Analogy ur 
Relation which the parts of a Religion have with one another, and againft 
which 1 ſay 'tis not Rational to prejudicate. 


*'TIS certain we ought not only not to prejudicate agatnſt all theſe 
things, but on the contrary predetermine in their favour, ſeeing the 
prejudice which all theſe things form is ſo ftrong that we muſt have on 
the other fide a very great Evidence to ſurmount it. Eſpecially if we 
examine the Centuries that preceded the ſeventh, whereunto likewiſe ma 
be applied the ſame Obſervations which I now made, whence arife 
the like Prejudices in reſpeQ TIO Ages, and this Pejudice joyning jr 
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ſelf to that which we have eſtabliſhed rouching the Seventh and Eighth 
Centuries do only fortify it yet more. 


TO all which we may add that there is, to ſpeak morally, a kind of 
Contradiftion between the parts of Mr. Arnaud's Suppolition. - He would 
have us imagine the Church of the Seventh and following Ages firmly 
believed the real Preſence and Converſion ' of Subſtances , altho thele 
Doctrines were never diſputed of therein,nor {o much as queſtioned.Bur is 
very improbable the Church remain'd Seven or Eight hundred years with: 
out any Conteſt touching this Article, {uppoſing {he held it. There have 
bia in this Interval of time ſeveral Controverſies touching the principal 
Points of the Chriſtian Religion, on Articles againſt which Nature do's 
lefs riſe than againſt that of which we ſpeak, and which moreover are found 
clearly eſtabliſhed in the Word of God. How comes it to paſs there has bin 
none on this ? There have bin even ſeveral Diſputes in which there has 
bin occaſion of mentioning the DoQrines of the real Preſence and 
Tranſubitantiation, Which could not be without ſome Conteſt on this 
Subje&. Such were the Controverſies of the Yalentinians, Marcicnites, 
Manichees, Millenaries, Encratites, Arians, Originiſts, Futychiens, Aſco- 
drupites, and of I know not how many others, which muſt una- 
voidably produce Debates on the Euchariſt had the Belief which the Romay 
Charch has at this day bin then introduced into Chriſtianity. It being 
then certain as it is, that the Church was in peace in this reſpeQ during 
all theſe Centuries, 'tis a token that the Do&trines in queſtion were therein 
unknown, and this very Conſideration overthrows Mr. 4rnaud's Prejudice, 
and confirms ours. 


MR. nad will ſay, without doubt, we muſt ſuppoſe the Church of 
the ſeventh and eighth Centuries to be in the ſame Condition: wherein lay 
that of the eleventh, which condemned the Doctrine of Berexger, But 
beſides, that there are ſeveral things which may be alledged concerning 
this Condemnation, it not being true then men believed con#antly and 
univerſally Tranſubſtantiation, nor the real Preſence, as may be juſtified 
by ſeveral InduCtions,there being no likelyhood inthe firſt Condemanations of 
Berenger, Tranſubſtantiation was eſtabliſhed, ſecing 'twas eſtabliſhed in 
the Council of Rome held under /Vicolas Tl. wherein he was condemned 
for the fifth time, according to the Authors of the Office of the Holy 
Sacrament, as we have already obſerved 3 *tis an apparent Illuſion to 
deſign the grounding of any Prejudication on this, ſeeing we find in the 
ninth Century a formal Conteſt whicharoſe on this SubjeQtand that even this 
makes the principal Poſht of our Difference, to wit, whether there has 
hapned any change therein. Before then rhe Condition of the eleventh 
Century can be made to ſerve for a Principle to conclude from thence the 
Condition of the ſeventh and eigth, the Queſtion concerning the Change 
muſt be firſt decided, for whilſt we be in this Conteſt, there can be no 
Conſequence drawn hence. It would be a very pleaſant thing for a man 
to prejudicate againſt the Change which we pretend, by the ſeventh and 
eighth Century as believing 7ranſubſtantiation, and at the ſame time to pre- 
judicate for 7ranſubſtantiation in the ſeventh and eighth Centuries, becauſe 
*twas believed in the eleventh, which is to ſay, to draw the Principle from 
the Concluſion, and then the Concluſion from the Principle, in ſaying on 
one hand that 7ranſubſtantiation was believed in the eleventh Cen- 


tury, becauſe. *twas believed in the Seventh and in the Eigth, and " 
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the other that "was believed in the ſeventh and in the eighth, becauſe *twas 
believed in the Eleventh. 


LET Mr. Arnaud then if he pleaſes make another Syſtem, for all this 
great preparation of Obſervations and Propoſitious falls to the ground aſſoon 
as ever we deny him the Suppoſition he made, and ſhewed himthe injuſtice 
and unzeaſonablenels of it. As to this pretended contrariety of the Language 
of Sence with thar of Faith, *tis a thing we have already confuted. Should 
our Senſes take upon 'um to tell us the Euchariſt was only Bread and 
Wine, or mere Bread and Wine, our Paith would not bear this Language. 
This is not the Language of the Church. - But when our Senſes only tell us 
"tis Bread and Wine, this Language is in truth different from that of 
Faith, which tells us tis the Body of Zeſ#s Chriit, but *tis not contrary 
to it; for Faith receives and approves it in the manner wherein the Senſes 
conceive it, which is toſay, 'tis real Bread and real Wine ina litteral ſence, 
and without a figure. 7hat which you have ſeen on the Altar, ſay's St. Augaſ, 
Auguitin, and after him Bede an Author of the eighth Century is Bread and ;1 -. — 
Hine, and this your Fyes tell you, but the inſtruition which your Faith requires 
is, that the Bread is the Body of Jelus Chriſt and the Cup his Blood, So 
that here, we have the two Languages both of Senſe and of Faith, but that 
of Faith do's not contradict that of Senſe, on the contrary Faith receives 
the Language of Senſe without Explication and Figure. For whoſoever 
ſay's the Euchariſt is Bread and Hine, which our Eyes likewiſe ſhew us, 
means *ris real Bread and Wine in Subſtance, for this our Eyes ſhew us 
in a moſt proper and litteral ſenſe. If St. fugu#in and Bede find ſome 
Appearance of contrariety between the Language of Senſe, which bears 
"tis Bread, and that of Faith which will have this Bread to be the Body of 
Feſus Chriſt, the difficulty lyes not in the Teſtimony of Senſe, as if we need 
call its truth 1n ; —raay but inthe Body of Zeſus Chriſt, which being Fleſh 
aſſumed of the Virgin, which ſuffered the Death of the Croſs, and was 
exalted up into Heaven, that Bread ſhould be ſay'd to be this Body. 
This thought may ariſe, lay's St. Auguftin, and Bede after him, in the mint 
of ſome Perſons, we know whence our Lord Jeſus Chriſt has taken his Fleſh, 
to wit, of the Virgin Mary, we know he was ſuckled in his Infancy, educated, 
grew up in years, ſuffered the Perſecution of the Jews, was nayl'd to the 
Croſs, put to Death, Buried, roſe the third Day, and Aſcended into Heaven 
when be pleaſed, whence he is to Deſcend to judge both the living and dead, 
and that he is now ſat down at the right hand of the Father. How then is the 
Bread his Body, and the Cup his Blood ? They do not fay, how ſhall we 
not believe what our Senſes aſſure us ? Shall we doubt of the truth of their 
Teſtimony ? On the contrary they ſuppoſe this Teſtimony to be certain, 
and ground the difficulty on the Body of Zeſ#s Chriſt which cangot be : 
Bread, The Explication of the difficulty and the reconciliation of the two 
Propoſitions are not built on the Error of the ſenſes, nor the Interpretation 
which ought be given to their Language, in ſaying the Euchariſt is called 
Bread becauſe it appears to be ſo, or becauſe 'twas Bread before its 
Conſecration. But from the Nature of the Sacraments, wherein 
there are two Zaeas both of *um true, the one of our Senſes, and the 
other of our Underſtanding. 4y Brethren, ſay they, theſe things 
are called Sacraments becauſe we ſee therein one thing, and underſtand ano- 
ther. That which we ſee, has a Corporeal Species, that which we underſtand, 
has a Spiritual Fruit, As if they had ſay'd, as to what concerns our Eye- 
light *is really Bread and Wine, but in reſpe& of our Underſtanding 'tis 
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' the Body of Feſas Chriſt. So that if there muſt be any thing fgura. 


tive in either of the two Propoſitions, it muſt be in the Language vf 
Faith, and not in that of Senſe, which bears neither Difficulty nor 


Expoſition. 


ALL that we can expett from them, ſay's Mr. Arnaud (that is to ſay, 
from Authors of the ſeventh and-eighth Century ,) zs that, when they ſpeak 
of this Myſtery according to Faith and Truth, they ſhould explain themſelves 
according to thoſe Terms which plainly and naturally expreſs it, and which in. 
print the Idea of it in all thoſe which hear them literally, That which may 
be expeQed from Perſons believing and teaching the Converſion of the 
Subſtance of Bread, whether it has bin diſputed on or no, is, that they 
declare it in preciſe and formal Terms. Which I have already ſhew'y 
on the Subject of the Greeks by this reaſon, that the Doctrine of the Con- 
verſion of Subſtances determins the general Sence of theſe Expreſſions, 
the Bread is made the Body of Feſus Chriſt, the Bread is changed inty 
the Body of Feſus Chriſt, that 1t gives them a particular Senſe , and 
forms of it ſelf a diftin&t, and preciſe dec; whence it follows that when 
che queſtion is about teaching of it, and a man has direQly this Intention, 
he cannot but expreſs it in clear and plain Terms, which anſwer the 4: 
he has of it, and makes thence the ſame to ſpring up in the Minds of the 
Hearers. It cannot be denyed but this Converſion, and Subſtantial 
Preſence are of themſelyes very difficult. to be conceived and hard to be 
believed, becauſe all the lights of Nature are contrary to *um, and there is 
nothing conviftive in Holy Scripture to eſtabliſh *um. How then can a 
man conceive that a Church which holds *um, or defigns to Preach %um 
tots People, do's not explain it ſelf about *um atleaſt in preciſe and formal 
Expreſſions? Reaſon forces us to ſay ſhe ought to endeavor to eſtabliſh 
them by the ſtrongeſt Proofs ſhe was able; for ſuppoſing tlie Schools had 
never diſputed concerning 'um, and no Perſon had ever declared againſt 
*u, yet Nature itſelf which is common to all men, ' do's ſufficiently enough 
oppole them to _ the Church, he ſpeaks of, to defend them from 
their Attacks, and fortify them againſt their Oppolitions. Bur granting 
Mr. Arnaud the Authors of the ſeventh and eighth Centuries: were in this 
reſpe& extremely negligent 3 who can imagine they really intended to 
teach the Subſtance of Bread was really converted into the Subſtance 
of the Body of Feſus Chriſt, when they expreſs themſelves only by 
general and ambiguous Terms which need ſo many Commentaries and 
Supplemeats? 


BUT, fay's Mr. Arnaud, we have reaſon to believe that being Men 
and indued with Humane inclinations , they had that alſo of abridging their 
Words, and leaving ſomething to be ſupplyed by them to whom they ſpake. 1 
know ſeveral People of a contrary Humour, and yet are men, as appears 
by other Humours they have. But this Propoſition has no other foundation 
but Mr. Arnaud's Imagination. He offers it without any Proof, and [ 
may reject it without farther examining it. Yet let me tell him that in the 
Explication of Myſteries of Religion, Men are not wont to uſe theſe 
half Sentences, unleſs when they treat of a Point indireQtly and occaſionally, 
and not when they expreſly and deſignedly fall upon the explaining of what 
we muſt know and believe. What ſtrange kind of ways then had they 1n 
thoſe Times, to expreſs themſelves only in half Sentences, when they 
defign'd to explain the Myftery of the Euchariſt ? This Cuſtom laſted a 
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great while, ſeeing it was ſo for near two hundred years; and who told 
Mr. 4rnavd the Miniſters were not now and then tempted to aſſert things 
clearly and ſpeak what they thought, or ar leaſt that the People were nor 
wearyed with continual ſupplying what was wanting in the Exprefiions 
of their Miniſters, or infine that none of theſe Cuſtoms were loſt ? Mr. 
Arnaud complains we make ule of Raillery ſometimes to refute him , 
but why do's he not then tell us things leſs ridiculous? For to ſpeak 
ſoberly, to undertake to prove Zranſubſtantiation and the real Preſence by 
the ſilence of him that teaches on one fide, and by the Supplimenrt of him 
that hearkens on the other is not very rational. Yet to this paſs may 
be reduced his manner of arguing ſhould his Maxim take place, the 
Fathers of the ſeventh and eigth Centuries have ſfay'd ſuch and ſuch a 
thing with Reticency. Now the People have underſtood them in ſuch and 
ſuch a manner by a ſupplement. Therefore they taught and believed 
the real Preſence and Z7ranſubſtantiation. How can a man conſider this 
ſeriouſly ? Mr. Arnaud will tell us there's nothing more common in 
Humane Speech than to uſe half Sentences ; nor any thing more uſual 
than to ſupply what is wanting to 'um. We are wont to ſay, a Man, 
a Houſe, a City, the Air, the Earth, the Sun, and not the Subſtance 
ofa Man, the Subſtance of a Houſe, &c. But here is a great deal of 
difference. For here we uſe theſe Expreſſions becauſe we ſuppoſe thoſe 
to whom we ſpeak have eyes and the ule of their reaſon, and that theſe 
eaſily ſupply what is wanting ia words. Nay when we uſe theſe terms 
even in a figurative ſenſe, we do not explain them, becauſe we know 
that ſenſe and reaſon which are common lights to thoſe that ſpeak, and 
hear, will ſufficiently explain them. But *tis not the ſame in reference 
to the Euchariſt, tor ſuppoſing there's made in it a real Converſion of the 
inward Subſtance of the Bread into the inward Subſtance of the Body 
of Feſus Chriſt, Senſe and Reaſon lead us not to underſtand this Change, 
ſeeing *tis imperceptible, and contrary to the order of Nature ; and we 
cannot ſupply by their means what is imperfe& in the Words. Neither 
can this Suppliment come from the Word of God, for it is pretended theſe 
terms which our Saviour uſed in the inſtitution of the Sacrament have 
themſelves need of being explained and determined by that which is 
called the ſence of the Church. Neither can it come from the Tradition 
of the preceding Ages, for beſides that the People have little knowledge 
of this Tradition, we ſhall not find any thing more preciſe in the in- 
ftruttions of the firſt Six Ages, than 1n thoſe of the ſeventh and eighth. 
Whence then mult this Suppliment come ? Muſt we here ſuppoſe ſecret 
and immediate Inſpirations, or imagine there were certain ſhort forms of 
ſpeech then in uſe, and which ſerved as a key for the underſtanding of the 
Publick teachings ? Unleſs "were fo I cannot ſee how Mr. Arnaud's Syſtem 
can hold. For to ſay that by a Prophetick Spirit they of the ſeventh 
and eighth Centuries knew what would be determin'd in the eleventh, 
and ſupplyed what was wanting by means of this Preſcience, this is 
ſomething hard to be believed, and I know not whether Mr. Arnaud is 
willing to go fo far ; *tis then clear that this pretended Suppliment is a 
mere Whimſy, and as ill contrived and maintained as ever any thing 
Was, 


AS to thoſe two parts which compole the Myſtery of the Euchariſt, 
the one the external Vail which is the Sacrament, and th'other the Body 
of Feſus Chriſt which is covered with this Vail, this is not a place for a 
thro 
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thro-examination of this Hypotheſis. Yet methinks Mr. 4rnaud advances 
ſomething ſingular enough when he adds, hs *cis fruitleſs roenquire izto ths 
Nature of this wail, it being ſufficient to know that it is Bread and 1 in, 
according to Appearance, which isto fay, if I be not miſtaken, thar *%i; 
needleſs toenquire whether this Appearance of Bread which covers the Body 
of Fefus Chriſt is a mere Phantaſm, a pure Illufton which our Sen; 
ſuffer, or whether they be really the Accidents of Bread which ſubſi} 
ſeparate from their Subftance. Let the Gentlemen of the Roman Church 
determine whether this Do&rine be according to their Councils, 
eſpecially that of Conſtance. As to my part I fhall only tell Mr. 
nand he will not find this Appearance of Bread and Wine, in what ſor 
ſoever he Underſtands it, in the Fathers ofthe ſeventh and eighth Centurics, 
nor that the Body of Zeſ#s Chriſt is hid under the Vail of this Appearance. 
The inſtance he gives us of a Man that is compoſed of Body and 
Soul, is vaſtly different ; the Soul 1s not an inviſible and impalpable 
Body, *tis a real Spirtt ; and the Body is not an appearance of a Body, 
that has nothing of reality in it ; it is a Body in Propriety of Nature and 
Subſtance. When then we ſay of a Man that he is an immortal and 
ſpiritual Being in refpe& of. his Soul, or that hg is a mortal and corpo- 
real Being, in reſpe& of his Body z or that he 1s mortal and immortal, 
conſidering him as a Body and Soul joyned together, this Language 
is Natural and ecafie to be underſtood without any Explication z; becaulz 
the Principles on which it is eſtabliſhed, are obvious to Reaſon ; and 
we may well ſuppoſe that thoſe to whom .we dire our Diſcourſe 
are not Ignorant of them. But if Mr. 4r»aud will have the Expreſſions 
of the Fathers of 'the ſeventh or eighth Centvries to be grounded on 
theſe Principles of the Apperance of Bread, which in truth is not Bread 
and the Body of Feſus Chrif# concealed inviſibly under this Vail, he 
muſt without any more ado ſhew us that theſe Principles were known 
to the People; for it cannot be ſuppoſed they knew *um Naturally. 


And thus his Inſtance is not atall to the purpole. 


CHAP. 
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An Examination of theſe Expreſſions of the Fathers, That the Eucha- 
riſt is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , the proper Body of Jeſus Chriſt, 
properly the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , the very Body of Jeſus Chriſt, ; 
the true Body, or truly the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. 


Arnaud would clog his Readers mind, is only a handſom excuſe for 

the weaknels of his proofs; and an authentick declaration that he 
could not find the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation, and the Real Preſence in 
Authors of the 7th. and 8th. Centuries : for had he any thing toalleds thar 
was conſiderable, 'cis evident he would never have taken fo many circuits ; 
and rhis is a certain ſign, that theſe Doctrines were neither eſtabliſhed not 
known in the Church, —— q_ and this will appear more clearly 
if wecaſt our eyes on the paſſages he has produc'd, there being neyer a one 
of 'em that preciſely contains the Converſion of the fubſtance of Bread, or 
ſubſtantial Preſence of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt 'in the Euchariſt , nor trom 
whence they can be neceſſarily inferred. 


I is now caſie to perceive that all theſe preparations, with which Mr. 


FIRST, They cannot be infer'd from all thoſe clauſes of the Liturgies 

which term the Euchariſt, the Body of Feſus Chriſt ; and Mr. Arnaud could tib.s8. Ch. 3: 
not buſic himſelf to leſs purpoſe than to colle&, as he has done, all theſe 

paſſages drawn from the Roman Order, the Liturgy called 7he Maſs of 1//y- 

ricus, The Book of the Sacraments, which Menard a Benedittin Monk pub- 

liſhed. Not to ſay the Book of the Roman Order, as wehave it at this day 

isa Treatiſe made by an Author of the x 1th. Century , as appears by the 
Teſtimony of Zonorius D' Autun, who attributes it to Bernoldus , or B2r- pony. Auge?, 
toldus a Pricſt of Conſtance that lived in the time of Fwy IV. which was 4 Swipt Eccl, 
towards the end of the 11th. Century. This Bernol/dus is he that conti- ant 
nued the Chronicle of Zermannus Contraftus to the Year 1100. and wrote Diacon. cap. 1. 
ſeveral Tracts in defence of Pope Gregory VIT. which ſhews us that his Book 74-759: ##%2- 
cannot be alledged in this Diſpute. So likewiſe Morin acknowledges 'twas* * 

written after the Year 1000. And Menard who will not have Bernoldus to 

be the Author, yet grants he was the Cofreftor of it ; and that he put in and Menard Pref, 
out , what he thought good, to make it more according to the reliſh of the -__ ——— 
Church in his time. Neither ſhall T inſiſt upon the Liturgy publiſhed by wy 
Hiyricas, being a very uncertain piece,cither as to its antiquity, or purity, 

as Menard has obſerved. 


BUT not to enter into this diſcuſſion, it ſuffices me tofay that the name 
of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt attributed to the Euchariſt , does no wiſe con- 
clude what Mr. Arnaud pretends , which is, that *ris the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt in proper ſubſtance. Does he think we have forgot ſo many illuſtrations _,  _ 
which the Fathers, even thoſe ot the 7th. and 8th. Century have given us the bp. Ons 
. . X . » Fs 
touching this way of ſpeaking: as for inſtance what $. Tfdor fays, That by De 0fficis Ecct. 
the command of Chriſt himſelf , we call Body and Blood that , which being the rote. - 18. 
Fruits of the Earth, are ſanftified and become a Sacrament. And elſewhere, ;, are: 14. & 
The Bread is called the Body of Feſus Chriſt, becauſe it ſtrengthens the Body ; inc. 22. 


and that the Wine refers to the Blood of Oats becauſe it makes the EY 


Blood 
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Blood in the Veins. Bede holds the fame language, The Bread and Wine 
myſtically repreſent the Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt , becauſe the Bread 
ſtrengthens the Body, and the Wine produces Blood in the Fleſh, The fame 
Author, on the 6th. of rhe Romans , tcaches after S. Auguſtin, That if the 
Sacraments had no reſemblance with the things of which they be Sacrament, 
they would not be Sacraments ; that 'tis by reaſon of this reſemblance we give 
them the names of. thoſe very things which they fignifie ; and that as the 
Sacrament of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , and the 
Sacarment of his Blood, his Blood, ſo the Sacrament of Faith is Faith. One 
ot theſe pallages is a thouſand times more conſiderable and deciſive of our 

ucition, than whatſoever Mr. Arnaud can produce trom the Liturgies ; be 
cauſe theſe paſſages are formal cxplications of theſe other expreſſions which 
attribute to the Euchariſt the name of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt ; and any 
man of ſence will never be prevyail'd on by this contuſed heap of Citations 
wherein the name of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, or of the Body of our Lord 
is given to the Sacrament, as ſoon as he ſhall hear /fder, Bede, or ſome 
other famous Author of thoſe Ages in queſtion, who explains to him thel: 
ways of ſpeaking, We muſt rather believe thoſe Authors when they ex 
pound themſelves, than Mr. Arnaud who heats himſelf ro lictle purpoſe, 
and would prepoſlets the world with his own notions aad fancics. 


MOREOVER, Can Mr, Arnaud imagine the world takes no notice of 
ſo many other expreſſions ſo frequent in the Liturgies, and Authors of theſe 
ſame Centuries, mentioned by us, which call the Euchariſt , zbe Sacrament 
of the Budy of Jeſus Chriſt, the myſtery of our Lords Body , the Sacrament of 
his Incarnation, the Sacrament of his Humanity , the myſtery of his Hum 
liation, the Sacrament of his Paſſion , the image of his Sacrifice , which the 
Church Celebrates in remembrance of his Sufferings. It is certain that theſc 
paſlages wherein we find theſe expreſſions, arc as ſo many Commentaries 
that help us to a right underſtanding of the others, whence Mr. Arnaud 
would draw advantage; becauſe 'tis very ordinary and natural to give to a 
Sacrament, which is a ſign, a memorial, and an image, the name of the 
thing which it repreſents, according to the obſervation of S. /{dor himſelf, 
We are wont, ſays he, to give to Images the names of thoſe things which they 
repreſent. Thus are Piftures called by the name of the things themſelves; and 
* we ſtick not to attribute to them the proper name. As for inſtance , We ſay 
this is Cicero, that Saluſt, that Achilles, this HeCtor , this the River S1i- 
mois, this Rome ; alths theſe are only the Effigies or Piftures of them : The 
Cherubins are heavenly powers, and yet theſe Figures which God commanded 
to be made on the Ark of the Teſtament to repreſent ſuch great things were not 
otherwiſe called than Cherubins. If a man ſees in adreama perſon , he aves 
not ſay I ſaw the Image of Auguſtin, but I ſaw Auguſtin , altho Auguſtin 7» 
this moment, knows nothing of this Viſion ; and Pharaoh ſaid he ſaw ears of 
Corn, and Kine, and not the images of theſe things. 


'TIS eafie to comprehend the meaning of the terms of Sacrament, and 
Myſtery of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, for they ſignifie, that rhe Bread and 
Wine areſigns or figures that repreſent the Body and Blood which Jeſus 


Don. 24 & Chriſt aſſumed for ourſakes; abaſing himſelf fo far as ro be our Brother, 


Caztic. cantic. derſtand rhe title which Bede gives very often to rhe Sacrament, 


and ſuffering the Death of the Croſs to Redeem us. Thus muſt we un- 
calling it 

. YL 
the myſtery or the Sacrament of our Lords Incarnation; tor he means tis an 


ation wherein by myſtical Symbols men repreſent his Incarnation. We 
Ccan- 
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cannot give another ſenſe to that which he calls ſeveral times, the Sacra- 
ment, or myſtery of his Paſſion; tor his paſion is only therein figured or repre- 
ſented. We mult then underſtand by the Sacrament or the myſtery of his 
Body, the figure or repreſentation of his Body. And in effect what S. 
Auſtin (aid on the third Pſalm, 7hat Jeſus Chriſt gave to his Diſciples the 
Figure of his Body. Ijidor expreſles in this fort, 7 hat Jeſus Chriſt gave-to 
his Diſcipies the myſtery of his Body. And Bede in two places of his 
works expreſles himſelf in the ſame manner as S. Au{/in , that he gave rhe 
figure of his Body, which ſhews they took theſe terms, the Myſtery of the 
Body, the Sacrament of the Body, the Figure of the Body for one and the fame 
thing. Now theſe expreſſions give us catily ro underſtand what the Church 


of thoſe Ages pretended, when ſhe applyed to the Euchariſt che term of 
the Body of Jeſus Chriſt ; for ſhe deſigned only to attribute rhe name of 


the thing it ſelf to the ſacred ſign it repreſents: and there's ng likelihood, 
that Authors of thoſe times that made ſo ſcrupulous a proteſſion to follow 
S. Auſtin, even to the copying out his Writings to inſert them in their own 
in proper terms,as appears from Z{dor's Books, Bede's, Alcuinus ;Ifay there's 
no likelihood they would forget what their Maſter had faid touching this 
Myſtery, the Lord ſcrupled not to ſay, This is my Body , when he gave the 
fign of his Body. 


'TIS tono purpoſe for Mr. Arnaud to urge the words of the Liturgy of 


Illyricus, Praſta Domine Feſu Chriſte fili Det vivi, ut qui corpus & ſangui- 
nem proprium pro nobis datum edimus & bibimnus fiat nobis ad ſalutem, & ad 
redemptionis remedium ſempiternum omnium criminum noſtroram. Which he 
thus tranſlates, O Lord Feſus Chriſt grant to us, that having eaten thy proper 
Body, and drank thy proper Blood which have been given for us howſoever un- 
wirthy, that this Communion may be to us a ſpring of ſalvation, an eternal re- 
medy for the redemption of us from all our crimes. Corpus & ſanguinem pro- 
prium do only ſignific Corpus & ſanguinem tuum,thy Body and Blood,not the 
Body and Blood of another, as the ancient Prieſts cauſed ro be caten the 
Body of a Sacrifice different from their own Body. For the Son of God 
who gave his own Body and Blood for us, gives us them to eat and drink 
in this Sacrament ; not that our mouths receive their proper ſubſtance, the 


Lirurgy does not fay fo, bur becauſe they receive the ſigns and tokens of 


'um, whilſt our ſouls receive this Body it ſelf and Blood ſpiritually. 


'T1S moreover invain that Mr. Arzaud would perſuade us theſe paſſa- 
ges of the Liturgics which term the Euchariſt the Body and Blood of Jeſus 
Chriſt, 4 naturally imprint the Idea of a Real Preſence. To prevent, ſays he, 
the peoples miſtakes by all theſe terms of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, the Prieſts 
muſt have continually warn'd them to take notice that by the words of the Bady 
of Feſus Chriſt, the proper Body of Jeſus Chriſt , they meant only its figure. 
This ſenſe muſt have been expreſly explained in all the Liturgies, and an Off- 
cer appointed to make it thus underſtood by the people ; for otherwiſe *tis impoſ- 
fible but they muſt fall into the opinion of the Real Preſence. And this effet 
being neceſſary and inevitable, it ought to have been the chiefeſt care and bu- 
fmeſs of the Fathers to hinder it, had they not themſelves been of this opinion. 


ALL this diſcourſe has nothing in it but what may be eaſily anſwered. 
We havealready ſufficiently replyed to it. 'Tistrue this termof the Body 
of Jeſus Chriſt taken ſeparately imprints immediately the Idea of the na. 
tural Body of Jefus Chriſt , but this ſame term applyed to the Euchariſt, 
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(which both ſenſe and reaſon ſhew us to be Bread , which Religion makes 
us comprehend asa myſtery that repreſents the Incarnation and Paſſion of 
our Saviour) does not naturally form any other Idea than thar of the Sacra. 
meat of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. There needs no Officer appointed on 
purpole to give notice of this to the peopic, ver ſound of 7 rumpet to publiſh 
it, (as Mr. Arnaud ſpeaks in another place.) Senſe, Reaſon and the common 
notions of Religion were Officers {ficient co give this Idca , and pub. 
lith this to be the ſenſe of this term when applyed tothe Euchariſt. When 
the Scripture in an hundred places has called our Saviour rhe Sun , the day 
Star from on High, the light of the World, the true light that enlightneth 
every man that cometh into the world , I do not find that it ſerled Officers 
on purpoſe to give notice, that it meant not a corporal Light, or Sun , bur 
a Myſtical one, I do not find the. Jews employed an Oficer to give no- 
tice to the people, that that Lamb commonly called the Paſſover, thar is to 

lay, the paſſage, was not really a paſſage bur only the commemoration of a 

paſſage. S. Paul did not make ule of one when he wrote, that we are by: 

ried with Chriſt by Baptiſm, that we are made the ſame plant with him by the 

conformity of his Death and Reſurrettion, that we are new Creatures, that 

there is a new man formed in us; and I know not how many other exprellj- 

ons whichare eaſily underſtood by the bare confideration of the matter to 

which they are applyed. The Fathers have not employ'd an Officer when 

they called the poor, Feſus Chriſt, Feſus Chriſt himſelf, the ſame Jeſus Chriſt 

ihat ſhed his Blood for us, who was delivered and put to death for us, not his 

Prophets but he himſelf. Neither have they employed one when they cal- 

led the Church, the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, the very Body of Jeſus Chriſt, the 

real Body of Feſus Chriſt, properly the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , the undoubted 

Body of Jeſus Chriſt, the Fleſh of Feſus Chriſt, Jeſus Chriſt himſelf , not bis 

Veſtment, but himſelf; nor when they ſaid, that we are one and the ſame 
perſon with him, the ſame Body, the ſame ſubſtance by Faith, that we are 

transformed into him, chanted bare his Fleſh, changed into his Body. Should 

Mr. 4rnaud's Principle take place the world muſt have a.great many Offi- 

cers ; for there's nothing more common than not only the metaphorical ule 

of thele terms, but eycn the exaggeration of them. 


'TIS morcover in vain that Mr. Arzaud has painfully colle&ed into a 
Chaprer tor that purpoſe whatſoever paſſages he could find here and there 
not only amongſt the Latines now in queſtion , but likewiſe from amongſt 
the Greeks, Copticks, Ethiopians, Armenians, Neſtorians, which bear that 
the Euchariſt is the very Body of Feſus Chriſt, his proper Body, or proper?) his 
Body, his real ro his true Body. TI ſhall reply to this heap of paſlages 1n 


two manners, firſt in general, and ſecondly in particular. 


IN general, I ſay, thereis not one of theſe expreſſions which is ſufficient 
from whence ſolidly to conclude that thoſe which have made uſe of them be- 
lieved the ſubſtantial Preſence which the Roman Church teaches, cither be- 
cauſe there is not one of 'um bur is uſed on other ſubjects wherein evident- 
ly there's neither Tranſubſtantiation nor the Real Preſence, becauſe they are 
all capable of another ſenſe, and that they may have been employed in 
other reſpects than that which Mr. Arnaud attributes to them, 


To begin by that of the Body it ſelf of Jeſus Chriſt , we now fee the 
Fathers have uſed this term on.occaſion of the poor, God, ſays Chry/oſtom, 


has given his Sonu Þ and you refuſe 70 g1ve bread fo HIM HIMSSEF 
- wyw9 
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who was given for you, who was ſiain for you ; the Father has not ſpared him 

for your ſakes, altho he was his only Son , and you negleft him altho he dies 

with hunger- And in another place, When we give Alms let us gve tt as to Hom. 3g. in 

Feſus C hriſt himſelf, for his Word is more ſure than our fight. When then —_ 

you ſee a poor body , remember what he has ſaid , that 'tis HIMSELF 

whom you e&ed. For altho that which appears be not Chriſt, yet is it HE 

HIMSELF that receives and asks under this ſhape, And moreover in 

another place, Somebody perhaps will ſay tome, bring me a Prophet and 7 

will willivgly entertain him ; promiſe me then this and I will bring you a 

Prophet : what ſay I a Prophet 2 I will bring you the Maſter HIMSELF yn is ti. & 

of the Prophets Feſus Chriſt our God, our common Lord, Know , ſays Vale- vid. 

rian, that he whom you ſee naked, blind, and crooked is Jeſus Chriſt F I M- 444% Hom. 

SELF. We havealrcady likewiſe ſhewed that this expreſſion is uſed © 

by the Fathers in the ſubject of rhe Church. We are-not enjoyned, {ay$ De Sacerd.l. 4. 

Chryſoftom, to diſtribute our Corn, or Oats, nor to take care of Sheep or Oxem, 

or ſuch like things, but to take care of the Body IT SELF of Jeſus Chriſt ; 

for the Church of Jeſus Chriſt, according to the words of S. Paul, is the Body 

of Feſus Chriſt. S. Auſtin ſpeaks often to the ſame effe&t, 7he Body 17 Auguſtin in Pf, 

SELF of Feſus Chriſt, lays he, cries out in a Pſalm, They have aſſaulted a Srn-49.; 
R 8 vers. Don. 

me even from my youth. And in another place, Behold the charity of our 

Lord, He is now in Heaven, and yet is in labour here below when the Church 

v in afflitior, Feſus:Chriſt is an hungred and a thirſt, he is naked, a ftranger, 

fick, a priſoner ; for he has ſaid, he ſuffers whatſoever his Body ſuffers, and 

at the end of the world when he ſhall gather together his Body IT SEL ÞP 

at his right hand, &c. And again in another place, Tou hold an eminent $wn.'53. ve 

rank in the Body IT SELF of Jeſus Chriſt, not by your Merits , but by **"%. Dom. 

his Grace. Jeſus Chrif HIMSELF, fays he in another place , that # gu. th. 5, 

to ſay, his Body diſperſed through the whole world preaches Chriſt. They oe. Paſ.c.13,; 

ceaſe not, ſays Sedulius, to rend by their Schiſms the Lord Feſus Chriſt HIM. 

*\ SELF. Let us worſhip, ſays Damaſcen, the fig of the Croſs, for HE HIM- Dema(. 1. 4. de 

SELF is there where the fign is. His Body IT SELF, fays Alcuinus , in #4: Orthod. 

the midſt of the affliftions of this world glories and ſays, now my hetd is ex- uy. th. 2. 

alted above mine enemies. The Son is man, ſays Etherius and Beatus , he in Joan. Ether, 

is the Head of his Church which is joyned to this Head, and ſo becomes os a 

whole Chriſt, that is to ſay, the Fad and the Body one only perſon, 


—— 


AS tothe terms of proper and properly, we ſhall find them likewiſe ap- 
plicd to ſeveral ſubje&ts wherein we cannot literally underſtand them. 0Ori- 
gen expounding thoſe words of our Saviour concerning the Euchariſt, 7h1s 
is my Body, Jeſus Chriſt, ſays he, receiving always of his Father this Bread, orig. in Mat. 
and breaking it gives it to his Diſciples, according to what every one of them 35: 
is able to receive, ſaying to'um, Take, eat ; and when he fed them with this 
Bread , he ſhewed that 'twas his PROPER BODY. So Heſychius ex- 
pounding theſe words of Moſes , If any one has vowed and conſecrated to wigeh. in Lev, 
God the Field of his poſſeſſion, it ſhall be valued according to the meaſure of 1ib. 7. 
the ſeed: No body doubts, ſays he, but the Field is the holy Scripture. 

Jeſus Chriſt is PROPERLY the Vine of this Field, and the Father is the 

Vine dreſſer. Deſpiſe not the poor whom you behold on the ground, fays 6ng.yſ.or.r: 
Gregory of Nyſſe , as if they were vile and abjeft perſons ; confider rather * (7s 4s 
who they are to know their worth. They are cloathed with the perſon of Jeſus © 

Chriſt, For this gracious Lord hath given them his PROPER perſon. Good 

people, lays S, Auſtin,are properly the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. We might produce ,,,.,,. x wo, 
a thouſand ſuch like inſtances, for there's nothing- more common in = lib, 13. cap.16; 
Fathers 
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Fathers than the uſe of theſe expreſſions in paſſages wherein there is no li- 
teral ſenſe. 


L 

THE term proper has ſeveral ſignifications. 'Tis true that ſometimes 
it is oppoſed againlt metaphorical or figurative, an improper or abufive ene ; 
as when we ſay of an expreſſion that ir muſt be underſtood , i» a proper 
ſenſe, that is toſay, ina 4zteral; bur it is oppoſed ſometimes ro that which 
is foreign to us, Which is not ours, which belongs not to us; as when we 
ſay, every man takes care of his proper buſineſs, proper houle, : proper tami. 
ly, proper perſon, in oppoſition to the affairs, houſe, and family of others. 
And then we ſcruple notto3oyn this term to other metaphorical ones. We 


Climns 41x, Tay for example of a man that miſuſes his Children , that he tears his own 


Strom, lib. 3, 
Greg. Nyſſ. 


Orat.2, inillud 


proper bowels; of a Husband that hates his Wife, that he hates his own 
proper fleſh. Te is in this ſenſe Clement Alexander ſaid, The Church was the pro- 


faciamus homi- per Spouſe of Feſus Chriſt. And Gregory of Nyſſe, That God formed our bodies 


nth, © (es 
If:dor. Pelul. 
Epiff, lib. Is 
Epaſt, 397. 


Orzgen How. 1. 


in Mar. 
Greg. Nyſſ. 


bom, 7. in Cant, 


with his proper hand. And S. 1fdor, That the Law baptized with ſimple wa- 
ter, but our Saviour Chriſt iniates or conſecrates us by his proper Blood. 
Sometimes this term is oppoſed to that of common ; as when we fay ro a 
man that 'tis of him we properly ſpeak, that 'tis properly to him to do ſuch 
a thing : or when we ſay that *rwas properly in fuch a place, or in ſuch a 
time wherein ſuch a thing hap'ned. And then moreover we do not ſcruple 
tojoyn this term to other figurative terms, as when Origen ſaid , That Grd 
the Father is called oper the fountain of life, And Gregory of Nyff, 
That thoſe who at this day take upon *um the office of Prophets in the body of 
the Church are properly called the eyes. It is certain then Mr. Arnaud can con- 
clude nothing trom theſe expreſſions, unleſs he ſhews that theſe two laſt 
ſignifications cannot take place in the paſſages which he alledges, and that 
we muſt unavoidably take them in the firſt ſenſe; that is to fay , for thar 
which is literal and not figurative. 


THE terms of true and 7ruly arc likewiſe often uſed in occaſions where. 
inthey cannot ſignifie cithera literal verity, or a reality of ſubſtance; and 


Ch. 5. p. 581, Mr. Arnaud does himſelf acknowledg that we find in the Fathers, That Je- 


ſus Chriſt is truly the gate and houſe of Refuge, that he is truly the Rock and the 
Fire, that he is truly Bread,truly a Shepherd, truly an Altar ; that his Jncar- 
nation is truly a flame, that he which imitates the works of Abraham, zs truly 
the Son of Abraham , that the knowledyg of Ged is truly a fountain ; that he 
that meditates on the Law of God is truly a tree planted by the waters fide, 
that Jeſus Chriſt is properly and truly the light, that he w Noah #n truth. 


T O hinder us from making advantage of theſe examples, Mr, Arnaud 
ſays, That when of two things, the one ſtands for a figurative truth, and the 
other ſerves only for a figure, men commonly uſe the word true and proper 
when even the term to which "tis joyned is metaphorical. Thus, adds he, We 
ſay the Chriſtians be the true Iſraelites, that Jeſus Chriſt s the true Melchiſe- 

ec, that theChurch is the true Spouſe of Jeſus Chriſt, that Feſus Chriſt is the 
true Sun, the true light, the true Vine , becauſe that the carnal Iſraelites 
were but the figure in reſpett of the Chriſtians,that Melchiſedec was the figure of 
Jeſus Chriſt, that the viſible Sun is only the image of the inviſible Sun, which 
3 Jeſus Chriſt, that the terreſtial Vines repreſent to us the celeſtial one , hat 
humane Marriages are the figure of the union of Jeſus Chriſt with the Church, 
And the reaſon of theſe expreſſions is moreover the ſame as that of others. For 


*%;5 clear.the thing figured contains more truly the quality denoted by the figure, 
| WHIC 
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which has it only in. repreſentation. Let a man but read, ſays he moreover, 
the other examples, and he'l find that "tis always the figure which is affirm'd of 
the thing figured, and that the word vere, which is thereunto added , fignifies 
that this thing figurated does really contain the guality which the figure poſſeſſes 
only in repreſentation : and therefore it is that theſe expreſſions cannot fa chan- 
ged. 'Tis ſaid that Feſus Chriſt is truly a ſtone, that he is truly a door, truly 
the light, the true Noah. But we do not ſay the ſtones, the doors, the light, Gcc, 
are truly Feſus Chriſt. We ſay the Apoſtles are the true Iſraelites , but we 
do not ſay the Iſraelites are truly Apoſtles, tis ſaid that a good man is truly 


> 


a Tree planted by the Rivers fide ; but not that a Tree planted by the River 
fide is a good man. We may ſay then according to this ſenſe, that Feſus Chriſt 
js truly Bread, truly Wine, becauſe he pabelſes? y way of exeellency the qua- 
lities figured by the Bread and Wine ; but we cannot ſay ia this ſenſe that the 
Bread and Wine of the Euchariſt are truly the Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt ; 
becauſe the Bread and Wine do not ſtand here fer a thing figured, nor the 
Body of Feſus Chriſt for a figure. 


THE firſt refle&tion to be made on this diſcourſe is,that he refutes and 
overthrows the Argument which the Doctors of the Roman Church do 
commonly draw from our Saviours words in the 6th. of S. John, My fleſh is 
truly meat, and my blood is traly drink : For if the term of truly may be 
applied to the thing figured, to fignifie that it contains by way of excel- 
lency the qualities of che figure, the mear and drink ſtanding for a ſigure, 
and rhe Fleſh and Blood of Jelns Chriſt itanding for the thing figured, 
there's no longer any reaſon! © conclude from theſe words that the Fleſh 
and Biood of Jeſus Chrill are meat and drink properly in a literal fenſe, than 
there would be to conclude from thenee that Jcius Chriſt is literally a Door 
and a Sun, Noah, and Melchiſedec ; that a good man is really a Tree , and 
that the Chriſtians are literally Ifraclires under pretence there's uſed in *um 
the term of truly. When then we ſhall be offered this expreſlion of our 
Saviour, My fleſh is truly meat, and my blood is truly drink , we need only 
defire that Mr. Arnaud may berhe judg of rhis'difference; for what he now 
ſaid decides clearly the queſtion in our favour. 


I'N the ſecond place, ſuppoſing what he ofters were abſolurely true, yer 
the conſequence which we draw from theſe examples would for all thar be 
good and ſolid ; for 'tis ſufficient for usto ſhew that rhe terms of 7rue and 
truly comprehend nor always a reality of ſubſtance, and that very often 
they only ſignifie a reality of virtue or quality. Now this is what appears 
clearly by theſe examples. *'Tis faidof Jelus Chriſt thar he is truly a Sun, 
a Stone, a Door, becaule the qualitics ot the Sun, of a Stone and a Door 
arc in Jeſus Chriſt, and that he has in our reſpe&t the vittue of all theſe 
things. Mr. Arnaud confelles it, why may we not then as well ſay, that 
the Bread of the Euchariſt is truly the Body of Jeſus Chrift, by ſuppoſing 
that this Bread hath the virtue and efficacy of it 2 I grant it cannot be ſaid 
of a figure that 'ris truly the original ; this cannot be unleſs when we conſi- 
der it asa meer figure under the reſpett of a repreſentation only ; but whar 
hinders us from applying this term toa rhing which has all the virtue of 
another, and which will make us feel all rhe effe&ts of it , whether ir be 
otherwiſe the figure of it or not? The Goſpel does not contain the ſub- 
_ of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, bur only its virtue ; and yet Etherius 
and Beatus aflert , that "tis truly-the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. What is this Zthr. & eat 
Bread, ſay they, which we every day pray for, which is ours, and which yet libs I 


we 
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T HIS; term of 2ruly applies it ſelf not only to a thing which hath the 
virtue of another, and which communicates it to us ſpiritually ſuch as is the 
word of the Goſpel in reſpe&t of the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, it ap- 
plies it (elt likewiſe to a thing which is not another, but only by impurati- 
on. Chry/oſtom ſpeaking of a poor body, and calling him a man , corredts 
immediately his expreſſion, as if it were not juſt. A man, _ he, or to 
ſpeak better Feſus Chriſt, ay, gepwO« pgmor 5 6 year, Which his interpre- 
ter Brixins has thus rendred, Zominem autem , ſeu verius dicam Chriſtum 
ipſum. 1n effect rhis corretion ygmey 5, denotes the ſence of Chryſoſtom 
is, thata poor body is more truly Jeſus Chriſt than a man, and yet it can- 
not be ſaid he is truly Jeſus Chriſt in verity of ſubſtance. He is only 1o 
by imputation ; inaſmuch as Chriſt our Saviour accepts whatſoever is done 
to the poor as done to himſelf. -S. F7ierom in his Commentary on the Epi- 
ſtlero the Galatians uſes the fame term of truly on the ſubject of the 
Church, altho it be not the Body of Jeſus Chriſt but myſtically and mo- 
rally. The Church, ſays he, 7s taken in two reſpets, either for that which 
has neither ſpot nor wrinkle, and which is TRULT the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, 
or that which is aſſembled in the name of Chriſt without the fulneſs or perfe- 
Aion of vertues, Which Claud Biſhop of Auxerrus, or rather of 7urin, who 
was an Author of the 8th. Century, has inſerted word for word in his ex- 
poſition of the ſame Epiſtle, The Church, fays he, which has neither ſpot nor 
wrinkle, and whichis T RU LT the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. The ſame ex- 
preſſion may be mer with in Bede, As our Lord, ſays he, is the Head of 
his Church , and rhe Church is TRULT his Body, ſo the Devil is the 
head of all the wicked, and the wicked are his body and members. 


IN all theſe examples I now alledged, concerning the Goſpel, the Poor, 
and the Church, Mr. Arnaud cannot fay that Jeſus Chriſt , or his Body 
ſtand for a figure; nor that theſe things, ſtand for figured truths. For the 
Body of Jeſus Chriſt is nor the figure of the Goſpel , nor our Saviour the 
figure of a poor man ; and the Church, to ſpeak properly, is not the truth 
figured by the Body of our Lord. Yet do the Fathers aſſurc us that this 


Goſpel, and this Church are truly the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, and the Poor 
are 


y 
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— 


are truly Jeſus Chriſt, Whence it follows, there's nothing more vain 
than Mr. Arnauds remark, That we cannot ſay the Bread and Wine of the 
Euchariſt are truly the Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt, becauſe the Bread.and 
Wine ſtand not for a thing figured, nor the Body of Jeſus Chriſt for a figure; 
On this Maxim the Fathers could not fay the Church is truly the Body of 
Jeſus Chriſt, and the Goſpel truly this Body ; nor that the Poor are truly 
the Lord himſelf; and yer they have faid it as well as that the Euchariſt is 
truly the Body. —_— Mr. Arnaud one cannot lay a figure, as a figure, 
is rcally the thing itſelt which ir repreſents, he can hence conclude no more 
but this, that what the Fathers have ſaid of the Bread of the Euchariſt, viz; 
that it is truly the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, rhey did nor ſay this in reſpect 
of the Bread being a figure ; but this does not hinder 'um trom ſaying it on 
other accounts, cither inaſmuch as that the Bread is accompanied with the 
whole virtue of the Body , or inaſmuch as it communicates this virtue 
ſpiritually to our ſouls. 


THERE are fo many ſeveral reſpefts wherein we may fay the Sacrament 
is the true Body, or truly the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, withour any regard to irs 
ſubſtance, rhat 'ris matter of real wonder to me Mr. Arnaud ſhould fo ve- 
hemently urge thoſe terms , and pretend *um to be ſuch a great argument. 
For example, thoſe that conſider the Herefic of the Marcionites, and Ma- 
nichees who denicd our Saviour Chriſt aſſumed a true Body, and allowed 
only a phantaſm, might not they ſay of the Euchariſt that *tis our Lords 
true Body, to ſignific it to be the myſtery of a true Body, and not the 
myſtery of a falſe and imaginary one, ſuch as theſe Hereticks attributed 
to him, in the ſame ſenſe as a Roman Catholick who has regard to the falſe 
Idea which the Jews form to themſelves of a temporal Meſlias may well 
ſay of a Crucifix, or another image of our Saviour, that this is the true 
Meſſias who was to come into the world , in oppoſition to the fantaſtical 
Meſlias of the Unbelievers, 


THOSE that reſpett the truth of the words of our Saviour,who called 
the Bread his Body, might not they likewile ſay , "tis truly his Body , not 
to determine the ſenſe of theſe words, but toeſtabliſh only the certainty of 
them, and repreſent 'um true beyond all queſtion, in the ſame ſenſe in rete- 
rence to prophane perſons who ſcoff at the words of S. Paul, who tells us 
that we are buried with Chriſt in Baptiſm, and made one aud the ſame plant 
with him through the conformity of his Death and Reſurrefion , I would 
not ſcruple to ſay that Baptiſm is tr«by our death , our Burial and Reſurre- 
Ction with Jeſus Chriſt, ro ſignifie only that the words of the Apoltle are 
very true, being rightly underſtood, 


SUCH as conſider the figures and legal ſhadows which repreſented 
the Body of Chriſt very imperfe&tly, which gave only a contuſed and 
obſcure Idea of it, and communicated only faintly the virtue of it, might 
not they ſay, in comparing them with our Euchariſt, that this here is the 
true Body 4 Feſus Chriſt, to ſignifie that it gives us a true, lively, diſtin&t 
and perfect Idea of it, that it fully communicates it to the hearts of the 
faithful, and makes it feel all the virtues of it, in the ſame ſenſe as Cyri/of 
Jeruſalem comparing the ancient figures with our Baptiſm, did not ſtick to 
call this here the ruth in oppoſition to the figure, Paſs we, fays he, from 
old things to new, and from the figure to the TRYUT H. There Moſes 
was ſent from God into Egypt, here Jeſus Chriſt who was ſent from the = 
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ther, is come into the world, There Mofes was ſent to deliver the People 
from the oppreſſion of Egypt ; here Jeſus Chriſt was ſent to deliver us from the 
bendage of ſin. There the Blood of a Lamb ſtopt the deſtroying Angel , here 
the Blood of Feſus Chriſt, the Lamb without ſpot or wrinkle, protefts us againft 
the Devils. There the tyrant purſued the people to the Red Sea, here the 
Devil purſues us as far as the ſalutiferous waters. There the Tyrant was 
drowned in the Sea, here the Devil is ſuffocated in the water of Salvation. 


THOSE that conſidered the efiect of the cdhſecration of the Bread 
which makes it to bereally, and not by aſimple imagination, the myſtery 
of our Lord's Body,might they nor ſay that 'tis truly the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, 
the Body of Feſus Chriſt in truth, not to infinuateit to be fo in proper ſub- 
ſtance, but to ſignifie its being the myſtical Body of Jeſus Chriſt, is not a 
thing which has no other foundation than our own imagination, but that 
which is grounded on the things themſelves,cither becauſe our Saviour Chriſt 
has thus ordained ir in inſtituting his Holy Sacrament in the Church , or 
foralmuch as the Erernal Father has rarifi'd this Inſtitution, or that rhe Holy 
Spirit really deſcends on the Bread to conſecrate it. An adopted Son con- 
ſidering his adoption was real, and nor illuſory or conceited , may rightly 
ſay that he is zruly the Son of ſuch a one; and in this ſenſe every faithful 
perſon may ſay with aſſurance, he is ?ruly the Son of God. Tis in this 

Bai. in PC. 14. fame ſenſe that S. Bafil tells us, That if our fleſh be worthy of God , it be- 
Theopbyl. in comes truly his Tabernacle. And Theophyla#, That the Jews were truly blind 
_ Hiroſe 21, in reſpect of the Soul, And Cyril of Jeruſalem , That we have been truly 
— O_o anointed by the Holy Spirit , and that Jeſus Chriſt is truly the Primitiz, 
jerom in Epi. and we the maſs or lump, And S. Hierom, That we be all truly one Bread in 
ad Gal. c, 4. ; p 2 
Jeſus Chriſt. For they would ſay, not that theſe titles of Tabernacle , and 
Blind, this UnCtion, theſe Primitie, this Maſs, and this Breayl , ought to 
be underſtood in a literal ſenſe ; but that their metaphorical ſignification 
was grounded on the things themſelyes, and may be found enrirely truc. 


THOSE in fine who conſider the opinion of the Greeks, that the 


Bread is made the Body of Jeſus Chriſt by an union with the natural body ; - 


and by way of growth and augmentation, may not they likewiſe fay that 
"tis truly this body, and yet not eſtabliſh 'tis the ſame numerical ſubſtance 
which our Saviour has in Heaven ; but to ſignifie thar this ſubſtance here, 
and that there, are not two different Bodies, bur one and the ſame Body ; 
as we have already more than once explained ; in the fame ſenſe as the 
augmentations which are made to a Houſe or Ground become truly this 
Houle, or this ground, or the Kings Conqueſts added to his Kingdom bc- 
come truly his Kingdom, by virtue of their union. 


ALL which clearly ſhews that Mr. Arnaud has much miſreckoned 
himſelf when he believed there were but two occaſions wherein men uſed 
theſe terms of 7rue and truly, the one when they affirm the figure of the 
Original ; as when we fay that our Saviour Chriſt is the truc Melchiſedec, 

Eh. 5. p. 780. the true Son, the true Vine ; and the other when we world prevent any kind 
of doubt or conteſt ; as when we ſay of a ſuſpicious piece of Gold that t1s 
true Gold, or a Pope that has an Anti-Pope for his rival, that he 1s the true 
Pope. This enumeration is defettive , and the concluſion which he pre- 
tends to draw hence is void, and refuted by what I now offer'd. The Fa- 
thers might ſay that the Bread of the Euchariſt is truly the Body of Jclus 
Chriſt without intending the prevention of any doubt. Sat 
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BUT ſuppoſing they deſigned to prevent a doubt ; can there atiſe no 
other from the ſubject of the Euchariſt, bur whar relates to Tranſubſtan- 
tiation, or the ſubſtantial Preſence? May not aman doubt of the truth of 
the Body of Jeſus Chriſt conſidered in it ſelf, and in reference to the Incar- 
nation ? All choſe ancient Hereticks, Marcionites, Manichees, have not on- 
ly doubted of it, but boldly affirmed that *'rwas only a Phantaſm. The 
Eutychiens have affirm'd, and do ſtill affirm, that this Body was ſwallowed 
up in the abyſs of the Divinity. Cannot a man doubt ot the truth of Je- 
ſus Chriſt his words? The Jews and Pagans do not only doubr of 
them, their impudence proceeds fo far as to make a mock at 'um; and how 
many impious and prophane wretches are there amongſt ſuch as profeſs Chri- 
ſtianity that mock at 'um in their hearts ? Cannot a man doubt of the effi- 
cacy and ſpiritual virtue ot this Bread 2 We have already obſerved from 
Palladius that this was preciſely the doubt that poſſeſſed the mind of a Re. 
ligious. And how many weak perſons are there , who ſecing only Bread 
and Wine, cannot imagine we ought to attribute to them ſo great an 
efficacy. There is nothing, lays Tertullian, that more perplexes mens minds, Twul, de Ba: 
than to ſee the ſimplicity of the Divine operations when they ate celebrated, Miſme. 
and to hear the magnificent effetts iſſuing from them. Lemke 
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T HIS doubt, ſays Mr. Arnaud, muſt have two qualities, For firſt , As 
this expreſſion has been generally received by all people ; this muſt therefore be 
a general doubt , and muſt naurally ariſe in the minds of all men. Secondly, 
As no body ever made uſe of this expreſſion, but only on the ſubjett of the A 
chariſt, this muſt be a particular doubt belonging to the Euchariſt , and which 
cannot be extended to all the other Sacraments. How excellent is Mr. Arnaud 
at engroſling of objets. He has gathered here and there, from ſeveral Au. 
thors that lived in ſundry Churches, and at divers times ſome thirty paſſa. 
ges taken ina counter ſenſe that ſpeak differently, one in one manner, others 
in another, in different ſignifications, and this he makes to be the /anguage p, 714. 
of all people, In another place, he aſſures us this is the language of all Nations 
and all Ages. A mancannot fay an expreſſion has been generally received 
by all people,and in all ages,unleſs he has run over the Authors of all Ages, 
and ſhew'd thar this expreſſion was received by the greateſt part amongſt 
'um; for which purpoſethirty paſſages gathered at random are nor ſufficient. 
Moreover the expreſſion in queſtion ſhould appear in all the paſſages, and 
not one in ſome of *em, and another in others. Beſides the expreſſion muſt 
be uſed every where in the ſame ſenſe. But we find no ſuch thing here. We 
have only about ſome thirty paſſages, in one of which there's the term of 
ſame, in another that of proper, or properly , in another that of ?rue , or 
truly, and they arc uſed 1n different ſenſes roo, as will appear from the par. 
ticular examination we ſhall make of them. How can this then be called 
an expreſſion generally received by all people, the language of all Nations, and 
that of all ages 2 For my part Icall it an illuſion. 


B UT ſuppoſing the expreſſion of zrue, or truly to have been generall 
received by all people, as Mr. Arnaud ſuppoſes it was , why muſt it needs 
proceed from a general doubr that naturally ariſes inthe minds of all men ? 
May it not happen that the ſame expreſſion has been uſed in divers ages and 
amongſt divers people under different reſpe&s, and yet have been uſed for 
difterent ends, and on different occaſions. 'Tis not good reaſoning to con- 
clude there has been an univerſal and uniform reaſoninall Ages an — 
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all people that has obliged rhemto make uſe of a term under pretence that it 
has been every where and at all times uſed.For how many ancient terms are 
there which are at this day in uſe , altho the reaſon of their being at firſt 
uſed no longer ſubſiſts > The uſe of rerms is a thing unaccountable enough, 
and ſufficiently ſubject to change, either in regard of divers People, or Apes, 
_ the occaſions, the reaſons or principles of this uſe are no leſs unaccount- 
able too. 


SUPPOSING this expreſſion has been generally received by a ge- 
neral reaſon, why muſt this reaſon be a general doubr that naturally ariſes 
in the minds of all men? Is it not ſufficient that it was a general intereſt 
which all Chriſtians had to eſtabliſh the truth of the Nature and Humans 
Subſtance in the Perſon of Jeſus Chriſt , and ro make thereof a common 
confeſſion in the Sacrament ir ſelf of his Incarnation, I mean in the Eucha- 
riſt, tor ſothe Fathers have called it? Is it not ſufficient 'ewas a general in» 
tereſt which they had in all places and in all Ages to receive with a pro- 
found reſpeC&t the words of Jeſus Chriſt , who has faid of the Bread, This 
my Body, and to acknowledg publickly the truth of them ? Theſe two in- 
tereſts are general, belong to all times, and all Nations, and are a ſufficient 
reaſon of this expreſlion in queſtion, were it as general as Mr. Arnaud ſays 
it was. 


BUT in fine, ſuppoſing ic was a general doubt that occaſion'd thele 
terms of trae and truly, I fay 'tis ſufficient 'twasa doubt likely to happen in 
the minds. of weak perſons, and not neceſſarily in thoſe of all men. For 
there haye been weak Chriſtians at all rimes, and in all places, the Church 
having never been without 'um, and of whom there ought m—_ ro be a 
particular care taken. Now this doubt touching the virtue of the Eucha- 
riſt, that it can ſpiritually communicate to us the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, that 
it procures us the remiſſion'of our Sins , the Grace of SanEtification, the 
hope of Everlaſting lite, that by it we obtain the Communion of our $Sa- 
viour ; this doubt, I ſay, eaſily ariſes in the minds of weak perſons, who, 
as I have already faid, are ſufficiently puzled at the ſimplicity of this Sa- 
crament, wherein there only appears Bread and Wine. Suppoſing then 
one ſhould fay that the terms of the ?rue Body of Jeſus Chriſt, or of 7ra/y 
the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, were only uſed to prevent this doubt, to ſtrength- 
en the weak inthis regard, and conciliate more reſpeCt to the Sacrament, 
what can Mr. Arnaud tind in this which is not reaſonable, and conformable 
to theſenſe of the Church, 


WERE there any body now, ſays he ,. tempted with this doubt , and 
needed to be (trengthened againſt it, does not cemmon ſenſe ſhew that he would 
expreſs it in {ru yd terms to make himſelf underſtoed, and difacknowledg it by 
expreſſions which are direfly contrary to it. He will ſay for example that he 
doubts whether God works on our ſouls by means of the Bread of the Eucha- 
riſt, and whether he fills it with his efficacy. He will ſay that he does not 
doubt but the Euchariſt is endowed with the virtue of the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt; buthe will never think of expreſſing this doubt in theſe terms, 1 doubt 
whether the Euchariſt be the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, nor of rejetting it in theſe 
here, 1 believe the Euchariſt to h the true and. proper Body of Jeſus Chriſt. 


LET Mr. Arnaud tell us if he- pleaſes why theſe pretended doubters 
(whom he introduces without ay occaſion, or reaſon) would not conſult 
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common ſenſe whereby to expreſs their doubt in intelligible rerms , ſuppo. 
ſing they doubred of 'Tranſubſtanriation, or the ſubſtantial preſence. Why 
ſhould they not fay , We doubt whether the ſubſtance of Bread be changed 
into the ſubſtance of the Body of Feſus Chriſt, or we doubt whether the ſub- 
ſtance of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt be contained under the vail of the appea- 
rances of Bread. Thoſe that have now their minds poſſeſſed with theſ: 

doubts, do they think of propoſing them in theſe equivocal rerms which 

need a Commentary to explain them, We doubt whether the Euchariſt be the 

Body of Jeſus Chriſt 2 Clear and proper terms are nor fo hard ro be found, 

had the Church then believed the ſubſtance of Bread to be converted into 

rhe ſubſtance of Jeſus Chriſt, and the common opinion it ſelf againſt which 

they would form their doubts would have furniſhed chem with requiſite ex- 

preſſions, Let Mr. Arnaud likewiſe tell us why this doubt was not repel- 

led in formal rerms, by ſaying, We muſt believe that the ſubſtance of Bread is 

changed into that of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , and*that nnder the accidents of 

Bread is contained the proper ſubſtance o this Body. Let him ſhew us from 

Antiquity his pretended doubt explained in requiſite terms according to the 

ſenſe he gives ir, and I will ſhew him that which he finds fo ridiculous ſta- 

red according to my ſenſe in Pal/adius , How are the gifts, ſaid a Religious Pallad. Hift 
perſon, able to ſanttifie me ? I will ſhew himthact this is in effe& the Ze ——_ 
which was heretoforedeſign'd ro be prevented, as appears by Cyril of Alex- 

andria ; God, ſays he, changes the things offered into the efficacy of his Fleſh, aud, via. 
AND WE NEED NOT DOUBT BUT THIS IS TRUE: and by 4: a4/. 
Elias of Crete, God changes the things offered into the efficacy of his Fleſh, Blias Cret. in 
AND DOUBT NOT BUT THIS IS TRUE. Let him ſhew us the &* 
Fathers have ſaid that the Euchariſt is the true Body, or truly the Body of 

Jeſus Chriſt, in reterencero the queſtion of the Converſion , and the fub- 

ſtantial Preſence, and I will ſhew him they have ſaid it in reference ro the 

queſtion touching the virtue. For Walafridus Strabo, an Author of the 

gth. Century, having given this Title to one of the Chapters of his Book, 

De Virtute Sacramentorum, ſays afterwards in the Text of the fame Cha. Yalaſi4:s | 
pter, by way of confirmation, 7hat the Myſteries are truly the Body and \!" wry rigs 
Blood of our Lord. And Rupert, altho he lived inthe 12th. Century , that x:pert is 3tar, 
is to ſay, in a time wherein Tranſubſtantiation had introduced it ſelf into 4: 1* 

the Latin Church, yet ſaid, 7 hat the Bread is rightly called and is TRULT 

the Fleſh of Fefus Chriſt, becauſe in reference to us it efjefts the ſame thing 

as the Fleſh of Feſus Chriſt, Crucified, Dead and Buried, Moreover Mr. Ar- 

naud has no reaſon to be ſo poſitive in affirnting that the doubt was rejected 

in theſe terms, 1 believe the Euchariſt to be the true and proper Body of Jeſus 

Chriſt, nor to make the world believe that a// Nations and Ages ſpake in this 

fort. The term of tre may be met with in ſome paſſages which Mr. Arnaud 

alledges, and that of proper in others, and borh of rheſe are therein uſed 

in ſenſes far different from that which he gives them ; but he muſt not un- 

der this pretence form this propoſition , 7hat the Emcharift is the true and 

proper Body of Feſus Chriſt , for there's a great deal of difference between 

theſe terms being ſeparate, (which offer themſelves in divers paſſages, and 

in divers Authors) and theſe ſame terms joyned together by way of cxage- 

ration. IT confeſs that Nicephorus according to A/atins's relation joyns 

together the two terms of properly and truly; but befides that Nicephorus 

1s not all Ages, nor all Nations; we have already ſhew'd that he ſpeaks on- 

ly thus upon an Hypotheſis far different from that of Tranfubſtanciation, 

or the ſubſtantial Preſence ; and therefore Mr. Arnand cannot make any ad- 

Vantage of what he fays. - 


And 
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AND theſeare my general anſwers to Mr. Arnaud's paſſages. Should we 
deſcend at preſent to the particular examination of thele paſſages, we muſt 
firſt lay aſide thoſe of Anaſtaſrus Sinait, of Damaſcen, of the ſecond Coyn- 
cil of Nice, of Nicephorus the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, the profeſſion of 
Faith made by the Saracens that were Conyerts of the 12th. Century, and 
that of the Zorologzum of the Greeks ; for they have been all of 'em al. 
ready ſufficiently an(wer'd: 'tis only needful ro remember what I have al. 
ready eſtabliſhed rouching the real Belief of the Greek Church, There 
muſt likewiſe be retrenched thoſe that be raken from the Liturgies of the 
Copticks and Ethiopians, ſeeing we have already anſwered them, We 
have alſo anſwer'd that taken our of the common Liturgy of the Armenj- 
ans, or to ſpeak better, the Armenians themſelves have anſwer'd it, 


I F thoſe of Leopolis call the Bread and Wine the true Body and the true 
Blood of Jeſus Chriſt our Lord and Saviour , there is no likelihood for all 
this that they have another Belief than that of the reſt of the Armenian, 
who tormally declare, as we have already ſeen, that they mean nothing 
elſe by theſe terms, than a true myſtery of this Body and Blood, and in Ms 
fect it is ſaid in the ſame Liturgy whence Mr. Arraud has taken his Quorta- 
tion, that the Prieſt ſays in Communicating, 7 eat by Faith, O Lord Jeſus 
—_ thy holy living and ſaving Body. I drank by Faith thy holy and pare 
Blood. 


THE paſſage of Adam the Arch-deacon of the Neſtorians,mention'd by 
Strozza, is impertinently alledg'd, for two reaſons: Firſt , That theſe are 
the words of a man that reconciled himſelf with the Church of Rome, who 
in embracing its Religion , wrote in Rome it ſelf under the inſpeCtion of 
Pope Paul V. and from whoſe words by conſequence there can be nothing 
concluded touching the Neſtorian Church. Secondly , That what he fays 
concerning our eating the true Body of God, but of God Incarnate ; that we 
drink truly the Blood of a Man, but of a Man that is God, relates not to 
our queſtion , nor is not ſaid in this reſpe&t, but in regard of the Error of 
the Neſtorians, who will have the Body of Jeſus Chriſt to be the Body of 
a mere man, and not the true Body of God Incarnate. Whar's this to the 
queſtion, to wit, Whether that which we receive with the mouths of our 


bodies be the ſubſtance it ſelf of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt 2 
W HAT he alledges touching the Liturgy of the Indian Chriſtians that 


. added to theſaying of our Saviour theſe words, /» wveritate , ſaying, Hoc 


eſt in veritate corpus, hic eſt in veritate ſanguis meus is a thing very doubt- 
ful. *Tis not likely Alexis Meneſez the Arch-biſhop of Goa who laboured 
to reduce theſe Indians to the Faith of the Roman Church would have re- 
trenched from their Liturgy theſe words in veritate, had he in truth found 
themin ir. Thoſe that wrote the aCtions of this Archbiſhop, ſay, this ad- 
dition was made by a Biſhop that came from Baby/or. Mr. Arnaud tells 
us we muſt not much heed what they relate. This is a mere Chaos wherein a 
man can comprehend nothing. The Deacon , ſays he, fings /til/ in their 
Maſs, Fratres mei ſuſcipite corpus ipfius filit Dei dicit Eccleſia. But what 
conſequence can be-drawn from theſe words. Tis certain that this corpus 
ipfius filii Dei, is a clauſe added by Meneſez againſt the Error of the Ne- 

orians, who would have it ro be no more than the Body of a mere man ; 
for every one knows this was the Hereſie of the Neſtorians. There —_— 
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ſtill in this Lirurgy (as correct as 'tis) ſeveral paſſages that do not well agree 


with the Doctrine of the Roman Church, as what the Prieſt fays , Feſus Miſſe Chrif, 


Chriſt our Lord the Son of God that was offer d for our ſalvation, and who 


commanded us to Sacrifice in remembrance of his Paſſion, Death, Burial , and ;, 


Reſurreftion , receive this Sacrifice from our hands, Were the Sacrifice 
Jeſus Chriſt in his proper ſubſtance, there's no likelihood they would offer 
it to Jeſus Chriſt himſelf. Having read the paſſage of S. Paul, That whil/t 
we are in this Body we are abſent from the Lord, that we deſire to be out of 
the body, to have his preſence , that we deſire to pleaſe him whether preſent 
or abſent , &c. rehearſed the Creed , the Prieſt ſays, This Sacrifice 
is in remembrance of the Paſſun, Death, Burial, and Reſurreftion of our Lord 
and Saviour Jeſus Chriſt. Then praying tor the Conlecration, O Lord God, 
fays he, look not upon the multitude of my fins", and be not angry with us 
for the number of our Crimes , but by thy ineffable Grace Conſecrate this Sa: 
crifice, AND INDUE IT WITH THAT VIRTUE AND EFFICACY 
THAT IT MAY ABOLISH THE MULTITUDE OF OUR SINS, 
to the end that when thou ſhalt at laſt appear in that humane form whieh 
thou haſt been pleaſed to take on thee, we may find acceptance with thee. On 
one hand he reſtrains the Conſecration to rhe virtue or efficacy which God 
= to the Sacrament for the aboliſhing of our fins; and on the other 
ormally diſtinguiſhes the Sacrament from the Humane Nature of Jeſus 
Chriſt, in which he will appear ar the laſt day. Immediately after he 
calls the gifts, the Holy Sacraments of the Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt. 
And then beſceches God, they may be made worthy to obtain the remiſſion of 
their fins by means of the Holy Body which they ſhall receive by Faith. 
Again, he ſays, That he Sacrifices the Myſtery of the Paſſion, Death, Burial 
and Reſurrettion of Feſus Chriſt ; and prays to God, 7 hat his Holy Spirit 
may come down, and reſt on this Oblation, and ſanttifie it, to the end it may 
procure them the remiſſion of their fins, Heſays not to the end it may change 
the ſubſtance of ir, and convert it into that of the Body of Jeſus Chritt, 
which yer muſt have been ſaid, or ſomething equivalent thereunto, were 
this the formal effe&t of the Conſecration. Having recited our Lords 
words, This is my Body, this is my Blood, he adds, This ſhall be a pledg to 
us to the end of theworld. And a little further , Efay touched a live coal, 
his lips were not burnt with it, but his iniquity pardond. Mortal men receive 
2 fire IN THE BREAD IT /elf; and this fire preſerves their bodies, and 
conſumes only their ſms. Tis cafe to perceive that by this fire which is in 
the Bread it ſelf, he means the Holy Spirit which he had already prayed 
for to come down and reſt on the Oblation. Explaining afterwards what 
this Myſtery is, Approach we all of us, ſays he, with faar and reſpett tothe 
Myftery of the precious Body and Blood of our Saviour, and with a pure heart, 
and a true Faith call we to remembrance his Paſſion and Reſurreftion; and let 
us clearly comprehend them. For, for our ſakes the only Son of God has aſſa- 
med a mortal Body, a ſpiritual reaſonable and immortal! Soul , and by his 
holy Law has reduced us from error to the knowledg of the truth, and at the 
end of his Oeconomy, offered on the Croſs the firſt fruits of our nature, he 1 
riſen from the Dead, aſcended up into Heaven, and has left us his Holy Sa- 
craments as pledges to put us in mind of all the favours which he has beſtowed 
on us, Was not herea fitting place to make ſome mention of his corporeal 
Preſence in the Euchariſt ; and having faid that he is aſcended up into Hea- 
ven, doesit not ſeem, that inſtead of adding , he has left us his Holy Sa- 
craments, heſhould have faid, he yer preſents himſelf on the Altars, in the 
ſubſtance of his Body. Let Mr. Arnaud himſelf judg whether this Linagy 


fayours him. 
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A S to the ancient Liturgy of France , which bears that Jeſus Chriſt 
gives us his proper Body, I have already anfwer'd that theſe terms of proper 
Body, ſignifie only his Body ; and Iapply theſame anſwer to the paſſages 
which Mr. Arnaud alledges of S. Ireneus , Juvencus, Gaudencinus ,' and of 
S. Chryſeſtom, who likewile uſe rhe ſame term ot proper ior owpa. proprium 
corpus, ſignifies ſuum corpus, his Body, not that of another, bur his own; 
for this is often the ſenſe of this term, as we have already ſhew'd. 


S. Hilary ſays, There's no reaſon to doubt of the truth of the Fleſh, and 
Blood of our Lord, IT acknowledg he ſpeaks of this Fleſh inaſmuch ag 
"tis communicated to us in the Sacrament ; but I fay alſo he means the 
ſpiritual Communication which Jeſus Chriſt hath given us in the a&t it ſelf 
of the Sacramental Communion : and that Hilary's ſenſe is , we muſt not 
doubt bur this Fleſh is really communicated to us, inaſmuch as our Souls 
are made really partakers of it. 


EPHRAM of Edeſſe ſpeaks likewiſe of the Spiritual Communion 
which we have with Jeſus Chriſt God- and Man, when .he ſays, that we 
eat the Lamb himſelf entire. 


W E may return the ſameanſwer to the paſſages of Gelazius of Cirzique, 
Heſychius, and the Hiſtory of the Martyrdom of S, Andrew. 


wo ww ai. oc. I 


GELAZIVUS of Cizique ſays vety well, That we truly receive th: 
precious Body and the precious Blood of Feſus Chriſt ; not only becauſe the 
Spiritual Communion is a real reception of this Body and Blood, bur like- 
wiſe becauſe this Communion conſider'd in oppoſition to the Sacramental 
Communion, is the only true one. 


Q = a - 


HESITC HIVS ſays, That the Myſteries are the Body and Blood of 
Teſus Chhiſt, ſecundum weritatem , according to truth , becauſe thar in ct- 
tet the myſtical object repreſented , and communicated to our Souls, 
in this holy aCtion is the Body and Blood of our Lord ; and this is what he 
underſtands by the 7ruth, or virtue of the MyRtery, as we have alrcady ob- 
ſerved clfewhere, 


The Author of the relation of the Martyrdom of S. Andrew, makes this 
See xthe. ang Saint ſay, not what Mr. Arnaud imputes to him , That he Sacrific'd every 
Beatus, who day to God the immaculate Lamb, but, that he Sacrificed every day to God 
-- hg ON THE ALTAR OF THE CROSS, the Immaculate Lamb, Where I 
patr. ton. 4, pray is Mr. Arzaud's fidelity thus to eclipſe theſe words, on the Altar of 
the Croſs, to make the world believe this Author means the Sacrifice 
which 1s offered every day in the Euchariſt; whereas he means only that 
every day he Immolates Jeſus Chriſt on the Croſs, to wit, in medicating on 
this Crols, and preaching it to the people. He adds, That all rhe people 
who are Beljevers eat the Fleſh of this Lamb, and drink his Blood, and yet 
the Lamb which was ſacrificed remains whole and alive; and altho he be truly 
farrific'd, and his Fleſh truly eaten and drank, yet he remains whole and 
alive. This is an alluſion to the ancient Lamb' of. the Jews , which was 
firſt facrific'd, and afterwards eaten by the people, which was a figure of 
our Saviour, the truc Lamb of God that was facrificd on the Croſs ; aud 


whoſe Fleſh was eaten, and Blood ſpiritually drank by thoſe that _ it 
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him by Faith. Thc Lamb being divided, and not riſing again after he was 
ſlain, our Saviour Chriſt has this advantage over him that he is alive after 
his being facrific'd and caten, withour ſuffering any diviſion. But whe- 
ther we conſider this manducation abſolutely in it felt , or by comparing ir 
to that of the ancient Lamb, ir is true. For on one hand it is neither falſe 
nor illuſory, and on the other it is rhe truth figured by rhe manducation 
of the Lamb of the Jews. 


T HE paſſage of S. Leo, which ſays, We muſt in ſuch a manner draw 
wear to the Divine Table, as not to doubt, in anywiſe, of the truth of the Bo- 
dy and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, is very impertinently alledged. Mr. Arnaud is 
not to learn that Leo diſcourſes againſt the Eurychiens , who denied our 
Saviour had a real Body ; and his ſenſe to be, that when we partake in the 
Sacrament of the Body and Blood of our Lord , we muſt not doubt but 
our Saviour has in himſelf, in his proper perſon, a real Body and Blood, 
and is real man. 


'TIS now plainly ſeen , that this heap of paſſages which Mr. Arnaud 
has pretended to make of the conſent of all Nations and Ages, is but a 
meer illuſion, and that his deſign in'wand' ring thus trom his ſubje&t , was 
only to colour over the wake of his proots touching the 7th. and 8th. 
Centuries now in debate. He had fo little to fay concerning theſe Centu- 
ries, that he thought it neceſſary ro take the field , and circuit about to 
amuſe his Readers, and fill up his Chapters. But his ſubje&t matter is ſo 
little favourable to him on what ſide ſoever he turns himſelf, and howſoever 
heuſes it, that we may well ſay he loſes both his time and his pains. 

WOULD we really know what has been the ſentiment of the ancients, 
the way to be informed, is not to take paſſages in a counter ſenſe, and 
captiouſly heapt up one upon another : but to apply our ſelves to the tefti- 
mony of the Ancients themſelves, produced ſincerely, and faithfully , ſome 
of whichare theſe. 


TERTULLIAN. Thoſe of Capernaum having found our Saviours Tirtall. de ve- 
diſcourſe hard and inſupportable, as if he deſign'd to give them TRULT his ſer. car. & 37+ 
Fleſh to eat. To manifeſt to'em the means he uſes for the procuring us ſalua- 
tron were ſpiritual, he tells them, 'tis the Spirit that quickens. 


ORIGEN. There is in the New Teſtament, a letter which kills him that Origen. bom. 7. 
dees not underſtand ſpiritually the meaning of it : For if we take theſe words ** ©**: 
in a literal ſenſe, if you eat not my Fleſh, and drink not my Blood, T H1S 
4 $859 ff 94 7 


S. ATHANASIUS. The words of our Saviour Chriſt were not car- Athana. i il- 
nal, but ſpiritual. For to how few perſons would his Body have been ſufficient, _-_ "ora 
and how could he be the food of the whole world 2 Therefore he mentions his *' © 
Aſcenſion into Heaven, to take them off from all carnal thoughts, and to ſhew 
them he gave his Fleſh as meat from above, heavenly food , a ſpiritual nou- 


riſhment. 


EUSEBIUS of C#farea. Our Saviour taught his Diſciples that they ,,., ,, oy 
muft underfand SPIRITY AL LT what he told them concerning his Fleſh Theol. 8celif. | 
and Blood, Think not ſays he to'em, that T1 ſpeak of this Fleſh which I now > "2: ; 

M m m . have 
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have on, as if ye were to eat it, nor imagin that I enjoyn you to drink this ſen 
fible and corporeal Blood, know that the words I ſpeak to you are ſpirit and 


life. ; | 


THE Author of an imperfe& Book on S. Matthew, under the name of 
S. Chryſaſtom, If it be a dangerous thing to transfer to common uſes the ſacred 
Veſſels wherein THE TRUE BODY OF JESUS CHRIST #s no? con. 
tained, but the MYSTERY of his Body, how much more the veſſels of cur 
body, which God has prepared as an habitation for himſelf 2 


S. AMBROSE. The ſhadow was in the Law, the IMAGE «s inghe 
Goſpel, THE TRUTH IS IN HEAVEN. The Jews offer d axcicarh 2 
Lamb, an Heifer ; now Jeſus Chriſt u offer'd, he is offer'd as a man , as capa: 
ble of ſuffering, and he offers himſelf as a Prieſt. HERE IS THIS DONE 
IN A FIGURE ; but at the Fathers right hand where he intercedes for ug 
as our advocate, THIS IS PERFORMED IN TRUTH. 


S. AUSTIN. - Before the coming of Chriſt, the Fleſh of this Sacrifee 
was promiſed by Viftims of Reſemblance. In the Paſſion of Jeſus Chriſt this 
Fleſh was given BY THE TRUTH IT SELF. After his Aſcenſion it is 
celebrated BY A SACRAMENT OF COMMEMORATION. 


I'N another place, Tow ſhall not eat THIS BODY WHICH YOU 
SEE, wor drink this Blood which thoſe that are to crucifie me will ſhed, [ 
have recommended to you A SACRAMENT, #f ye receive it ſpiritually 
it will quitken you. 


AGAIN elſewhere, 7he Body and Blood will be the life of every one 
of us if we eatand drink SPIRITUALLY IN THE TRUTH IT SELF 
that which we take VISIBLY IN THE SACRAMENT , / gaod in Sa 
cramento vifibiliter ſumitur , in ipſa wveritate ſpiritualiter manducetur, $ji- 
ritualiter bibatur. 


T HE Author-of the Commentary on the Pſalms attributed to S. Je- 
rom. Altho what Feſus Chriſt ſays, (He that eateth not my Fleſh nor drints 
my Blood) may be underſtood in reference to the Myſtery, yet the word of the 
Scriptures , the Divine Dottrine IS MORE TRULY the Body of Feſus 
Chriſt. 


FACUNDUS. The Bread is no: PROPERLY the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt, nor the Cup his Blood; but they are ſo called becauſe they contain the 


myſtery of them. 
RABAN. Of late. ſome (that HAVE NOT A RIGHT SENTL 


MENT) have ſaid of the Sacrament of the Body and Blood of our Lord, 
that *TIS THE BODY 7t ſelf and Blood of our Saviour born of the Virgis 


Mary. : | 


| b ECUMEN IUS. The ſervants of the Chriſtians had beard their 
Maſters ſay that the Divine Communion was the Body and Blood of Jeſus 
Chrift, and they imagin'd that 'twas INDEED fleſh and blood. 


CHAP. 
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CHAP. IX. 


That the Fathers of the Seventh and Eighth Centuries beld not Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, nor the Subſtantial Preſence. . 


ſampler, what has been the Doctrine of the ancient Church in 
General. Thar of the 7th. and 8th. Centuries in particular will 
ſoon diſcover itſelf upon the lealt obſervation. 


wW E may judg by theſe paſſages which I now alledged , as from a 


W E ſhall not find therein either ſubſtanrial ' Preſence , or converſion of 
ſubſtance, nor exiſtence of a Body in ſeveral places at once, nor accidents 
without a ſubje&t, nor preſence ot a Body after the manner of a Spirit , nor 
concomitancy, nor adoration of the Euchariſt, nor any of thoſe things by 
which we may comprehend that the Church in thoſe times believed what 
the Roman Church believesin theſe. 


WE ſhall find, on the contrary, as I have already oblerved, that the _—_ 
Authors of thoſe Ages commonly called the Euchariſt, 7he myſtery of the 31, tit 
Body of Jeſus Chriſt, the Sacrament of the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, paſſin. Beda is 
the figure of Chriſt's Body, which Bede calls the image of his Oblation which 77 a BE 

wok ; em in Pj. 3. 
the Church celebrates in remembrance of his Paſſion. Who in another place & in qu. in 
aſſures us, That the Lord gave and recommended to his Diſciples , the figure 6 RAD 
of his Body and Blood. And Charlemain tothe ſame efte&t, That he broke cr, Mag. ad 


the Bread, and delivered the Cup, as a figure of his Body and Blood. alcuin. de St- 


ptuagint. 
N :  MThjider. andlleg. 
WE ſhall cherein find that this Sacrament, or figure, is Bread and Wine ve. 7:/t. 1den 


properly ſo called, without any equivocation. The Sacrament , fays Ijidor, 9%: #. 7. 

of the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, that is to ſay, the Oblation of Bread j1 61iſcap.12, 
and Wine which is offered throughout the whole world, Elſewhere , Melchz- 14en Comment, 
ſedeck made a difference between the Sacraments of the Law and the Geſpel; © ET 
inaſmuch as he offered in ſacrifice the Oblation. of Bread and Wine. " Again 

in another place, Feſus Chriſt 1s a Prieſt according to the order of Melchiſedeck, 

by reaſon of the Sacrament which he has enjoyned Chriſtians to celebrate; to 

wit, the Oblation of Bread and Wine : that is to ſay the Sacrament of his 

Body and Blood. The multitude of Corn and Wine, ſays he in another place, 

is the multitude which Jeſus Chriſt gathered to the Sacrament of his Body and 


Blood. 


BEDE explaining how the Church has every day our Saviour with eds £xpoſ. at- 
her, ſays, 'Tis becauſe ſhe has the Myſteries of his Fleſh and Blood in the "e-Sam--s 
Wine and Bread: elſewhere applying to the Church what Solomon ſays: of 1;g. ;r _— 
the virtuous woman, that ſhe eats not her bread in idleneſs. She eats. wot, 16. 3- c. 31. 
fays he, her bread in idleneſs, becauſe receiving the Sacrifice of our Lords 1," * Taber, 
Body, ſhe carefully imitates in her ations what ſhe celebrates in his Miniſtry ; 14em Hom. es 
taking care leſt ſhe eat our Lords Bread, and drink of. his Cup unworthily. — SJ 
* The ancients, ſays he moreover, celebrated our Lords Paſſion, by which, both 4; 
they and we have been redeemed by the blood and fleſh of Sacrifices ; and we 
celebrate it by an Oblation of Bread and Wine. Elſewhere he aſſures us, That 
our Saviour has eſtabliſhed under the New Teſtament the ſame kind of Sacri- 
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fice, idem facrificii genus ; as that of Melchiſedeck, to be the Myſtery of his 
Body and Blood. © In his Homily on the Epiphany, he ſays, that our Savi. 
our having aboliſhed the Paſchal Lamb, has changed the Myſtery of his Paſ. 
fron into the creatures of Bread and Wines In his Commentary on the 34, 
Pſalm he applies what is ſaid of David, that he changed his countenance, 
and he expretles himſelf in this fort, He changed his countenance before the 
Jews, becauſe he converted the Sacrifices of the Law, which were according to 
the Order of Aaron, into the Sacrifice of Bread and Wine , according to the 
Order of Melchiſedeck. In the ſame place he ſays, 7 bat our Saviour car- 
ried himſelf (in ſome ſort) in his own hands, at his laſt Supper, when he gave 
to his Diſciples the Bread, which he bleſſed, and which his mouth recommen. 
ded to them, In his Commentary on S. Luke , explaining the words of 
our Saviour, 'This is my Body, this my Blood. [ſtead of the fleſh and Loud 
of the Lamb, ſays he, he has ſubſtituted the Sacrament of his Fleſh and Bluod, 
IN THE FIGURE OF BREAD AND WINE, And to ſhew wherein 
conſiſts this myſtical figuration ,' he adds, That owr Saviour did himſelf 
break the Bread, to fignifie the frattion he was voluntarily to make ; d his own 
Body. And a little further, The Bread ftrengthens the Fleſh, and the Wine 
creates Blood in our Bodies; and therefore the Bread myſtically alludes to the 
Body, and the Wine to the Blood. 


WE find in truth, ſays Mr. Arnaud, the language of ſenſe in the Au- 
thors of theſe Ages, as well as in thoſe of the following. They could not ex- 
empt themſelves from ujmg it, whatſoever their opinion was otherwiſe. But 
to judg of that which they had in effeft, we muſt conſider what they tell us of 
the Euchariſt, when they explain to us what they believe of its nature and 
eſſence, when they do not deſign it, but teach what it is, when they do not only 
denote to us the matter which God has choſen, but tell us what God does in this 
matter, when they do not ſpeak of it according to the impreſſions of ſenſe, but ac- 
cording to the ſentiments of Faith. 


To make in the ſenſe of the Authors in queſtion a ſolid oppoſition be- 
tween the language of ſenſe, and that of Faith, it oughyto be made appear, 
thar according tothem, theſe two languages juſtle 6ng another ; that they 
cannot be both of 'em true in the main, and that that of ſenſe is deceittul ' 
and illuſory, if taken according to the letter. But this is that which Mr. 
Arnaud does not demonſtrate. We know our ſenſes tell us, that 'tis bread, 
we know their depoſition is literal, for 'ris literally and without a figure 
that our ſenſes tell us that the Euchariſt is Bread and Wine. As often then 
as we find the Fathers of the 7th: and 8th. Centuries ſpeaking according to 
ſenſe, reaſon will guide usto the underſtanding of their language according 
ro the lettcr, unleſs we are ſhew'd that according to theſe fame Fathers, our 
Faith muſt correC& this language; that ſhe declares it to be falſe, being taken 
according to the letter, and does nor allow of it unleſs under the favour of 
an interpretation anda figure. Were this ſhew'd us, Iconfeſs then we ought 
to lay alide this language of ſenſe, as being very improper for the diſcover- 
ingto us the true opinion of Authors. Burt till then, wwe have liberry to take 
it according to the purport of the ſenſes themſelves , which is to declare 
ro usthar the Euchariſt is real Bread and Wine. For unleſs it be ſhew'd us 
that thoſe who have uſed it, had an intention contrary to that of their ſen-' 
ſes, we ought to ſuppoſe they have had even no other than that, for we 
muſt ever ſuppoſe in favour of nature and the general rule. That if after- 


wards there be met with in the expreſſions of Faith ſomerhung that ſeems 
con- 
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contrary tothole of ſenſe, *tis more realonable to attribute a figure ro the 
language of Fairh which can well bear it, chan to that of ſenſe which natu- 
rally cannot ſuffer ir. So that comparing theſe two kinds of expreſſions, 
Bread, and Wine, Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt, one with the other, we 
muſt ever take the firlt in a liceral ſenſe, and the ſecond in a figurative one, 
unleſs as-Ifaid, we are ſhew'd the contrary by ſome expreſs declaration. 


TO make likewiſe an exaCt oppoſition, between the matter of the Eu- 
chariſt, and its efſcnce or nature , it muſt firſt be ſhew'd that this martrer 
does no longer ſubſilt , bur ccaſes to be in the very moment wherein the 
Euchariſt is made. For it it ſubſiſts, it makes one parr of the eſſence, or 
nature of the Sacrament; to Wit, the matcrial part, and we ſhall always 
have right to uſe tor our advantage the paffages which call the Sacrament 
Bread aud Wine, altho they delign the marrer of ir , "ſeeing this matter 
ſubſiſts. Now of theſe two fuppolitions, either that the matter ſubſiſts, or 
does nor ſubſiſt, that which a{lirms it ſubſiſts, is natural, in tayour ot which 
by conſequence we mult always prejudicate, till fuch rime as the contrary 
is eſtabliſhr by good proots. I fay, that the ſuppotition that the marrer 
ſubſiſts is the natural one. Firſt , Becauſe that in all the changes which 
happen in the world, there is ever a common ſubject which fubfiſts, ir be- 
ing never heard of that there was ever madea change of one thing into an- 
other, where the whole ſubltance of this firlt thing hasabſolutely ceafed to 
be. Philoſophy can give us no inſtance of this, and even miracles wrought 
by the Almighty Power of God furniſh us not with any. Secondly, All 
the changes wrought by Grace leave the matrer ſtil jubſiſting. There's 
made according to the Scriptures and Fathers, a new Heaven, and a new 
Earth, a new Creature, and a new Man. A Temple is made of a Houſe; 
an ordinary Man is made a Biſhop, a Stone an Altar , Wood or Metal a 
Croſs, Water, and common Oyl Sacraments , without the matters ceaſing 
to be. 


IT ſubſiſtson the contrary in all theſe inſtances. If then we may not draw 
advantage from the expreſſions of the Fathers which call the Euchariſt 
Bread aud Wine, under pretence they deſign thereby the matter of it, we 
muſt be ſhewed rhat according to rhele Fen themſelves this matter ſub- 
ſiſts not after the Conlecration ; for otherwiſe we ſhall {till naturally ſup- 
poſe that the Fathers delivering themſelves with an honeſt plainneſs, and 


tar from the proſpett of our Controverſie have regarded this matrer as ſub- 
liſting, 


BUT fuppoſing what I now ſaid ſignifies nothing , 'tis certain the paſla- 
ges which I produced which deſign the matter of the Sacrament, do of 
themſelves eſtabliſh the ſubſiſtence of it, for they all conſider it after the 
Conſecration, and ſpeak of it as being ſtill the ſame as it was before, ro 
wit, Bread and Wine. They ſay that *tis an Oblation of Bread and Wine, 
an Oblation of the ſame kind as that of Melchiſedeck, Bread and Wine, which 
are the Sacrament of the Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt, Bread which the 
Church eats, Bread with which is celebrated our Lorels Paſſion, as the Ancients 
Celebrated it by the fleſh of Vittims, Bread that came in the room of the Paſ- 
chal Lamb to be the myſtery of Chriſt's Paſſion , Bread which has ſucceeded 
Aarons Sacrifices, Bread which our Lord held in' his hands after he had 
bleſſed it, and by means of which he did in ſome ſort carry himſelf ; to wit, 
inaſmuch as he held in his hands his own Sacrament. Mr. Arnaud's Re- 

mark 
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mark might take place, did they only fay that the Body of Feſus Chriſt is 
made of Bread, or that the Bread becomes, and is made this Body; for then 
one might difpute"whether the Bread be made this Body , either in ceaſing 
ro beBread; or in remaining ſo. Burt ſpeaking in the manner I now men- 
rion'd; calling it Bread after the Conſecration, according to the language of 
ſenſe, which naturally admits not a figure, and without correCting or ex- 
plaining themſelves, is a ſufficient evidence they meant 'twas real Bread in 


ſubſtance, 


9 


- YET lctus fee whatthey ſay of rhe Euchariſt, when according to Mr, 
Arnaud they deſign nor the matter, but expound the nature and eſſence of 
ir. Beſides whar Ialrcady faid, rhar they commonly call it the Myſtery of 
the Body of Feſus Chriſt, the Sacrament of this Body, the Figure of this By- 
dy, the Image of his Sacrifice, the Sacrament of his Incarnation , the Sacra- 
ment of his Humanity, the Myſtery of his Humanity, the Myſtery of his Hy- 
miliation, Beſides this I ſay, 'tis certain they often explain themſelves in ſuch 
a manner that they eſtabliſh a formal diſtin&tion between the Sacrament, 

; and Jeſus Chriſt himſelf repreſented by it, and- leave it to be plainly con- 
cluded they held not this ſubſtantial Preſence which the Church of Rome 
teaches. 


IT is in this ſenſe that Gregory the firſt Biſhop of Rome, who lived to- 

wards the end of the 6th. Century , and about rhe beginning of the 7th. 

Gregor. Meg. Wrote, That this Myſtery reiterates the Death of Chriſt , and altho fince hi 

— +>" + Reſurreftion he dies no more, Death having no more dominion over him , yet 

; being IN HIMSELF alive, immortal, and incorruptible, he is ſtill Sacrif- 
ced for us in the MYSTERY of the Sacred Oblation. 


ISIDOR recitesa prayer inſertcd in the Liturgy of his time, which de- 

Iþdor. de Offici. fires of God, That the OBLATION being ſanftified, may be made CON. 
Eccle/1.x.c.15- FORMABLE to the Body and Blood of Chriſt, Brevil's Edition has theſe 
words, Tt oblatio gue Domino offertur ſanttificata per ſpiritum ſanttum cor- 

pori Chriſti & ſanguini confirmetur ; but this has no ſenſe : and 'ris evident 

we mult read conformetur, as Caſſander rightly obſerves , who thus recites 

it, /t oblatio quz Domino offertur ſanttificata per ſpiritum ſantlum corport 

Chriſti & ſanguint conformetur. _— 

8. > ad I 

NOW howſoever we underſtand this conformity, tis certain it ſup- 

poles a formal diſtin&tion berween the Body and Blood of Chriſt , and the 

Oblation of rhe Euchariſt ; whence ir appears, that the ſenſe of the then 
Church was, not to defire of God that the ſubſtance of Bread might be- 
come the proper ſubſtance of the Body; for this would be, not a confor- 


mity, but an intire and perfect identity. 


I T isin the fame ſenſe that Bede expounding rheſe words of the 21th. 

Bede Comm, in Plalm, The poor ſhall eat and be ſatisfied, makes a difference between the 
«ages Bread and Wine of the Sacrament, and the true Body or Blood of Chriſt ; 
for he introduces our Saviour Chriſt ſpeaking thus, The poor, that is to ſay, 

thoſe who deſpiſe the world ſhall eat of my Vows. T: hey ſhall really eat of 

them, in reference to the SACRAMENT ; and ſhall be eter ally ſatiſ- 

fied : for by this BREAD AND WINE which are viſibly offer d to em, 


they will underſland ANOTHER INVISIBLE: THING, 70 w? the TRUE 


BODY AND BLOOD of our Lord, which are really meat and — 
HC 
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fach as fill the belly, but which nouriſhes the mind. And in his allegorical 
expreſſions on E/dras , ſpeaking of the Pafſoyer which the Ifraclires cele- 1» xr. 13h. 2. 
brated after their return from the Babyloniſh Captivity, 7he immolation, © *: 
fays be , of this Paſſover repreſents the glory of our Reſurretion , when we 

all eat altogether the Fleſh of the immaculate Lamb, I mean of him who 
ys our God and car Lord, no more IN A SACRAMENT, @ Believers, but 
IN THE THING IT SELF AND IN THE TRUTH, as Spefators. 


SHOULD we proceed further, we ſhall find, that theſe ſame Authors 
acknowledg bur one true manducation of the Body of Jefus Chriſt ; to 
wit, that which is particular to the Faithtul , and which neceſlarily and 
only communicates Lite and Salvation : whence it follows they knew not 
of this oral manducation of the ſubſtance of this Body, which is conimon 
as well to the wicked as the good, and will not be neceſſary attended with 
Salvation. Ir is off this ground I{dor fays, That the Flefh of Jeſus Chriſt 
is the food of the Saints, of which if any one eats he ſhall never die. And 
in another place, /t #s the Living and Celeſtial Bread , the food of Angels 
with which the Word nouriſhes corruptible men after an incorruptible manner. 

He was made fleſh and dwelt among(t ws, to the end men might eat him, 1fder. in Ge. 
and that ſuch as do it may live ſpiritually. _— ad. | 
| : C, 23, 

W E read the ſame words in Bede, who has without doubt taken *em Bedz in Gend; 
from 1{dor; for 'twas the common cuſtom of the Authors of thoſe days to —_ 
copy out one from another. He ſays morcover in another place expreſly, £0. c- 12. 
That no Infidel can eat the Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt , and that al thoſe whom he 
has redeem'd by his Blood muſt be his ſlaves circumciſed in reference to Vice, 
and ſo eat the Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt. And as Bede and Alcuinus 'made a 
particular profeſſion to be 5. Au{tin's Diſciples , ſo they have nor ſcrupled 
to tranſcribe into their Books ſeveral patlages taken word for word out of 


the Writings of this great man , which confirm the ſame thing. . Bede 
among(t others has raken this out of the Book of Sextences, collefted by 
<p He that is not of the ſame mind * as Feſus Chriſt, neither eats his 


Fleſh, nor drinks his Blood ; altho for the condemnation of his preſumption 
he recerves every day the Sacrament of ſo great a thing. And % av þ Al- Beda in Cori 
cuinus have borrow'd from his Treatiſe on S. John theſe words , Jeſus ſaid A 
to them, this is the work of God that you believe in him whom he has ſent. in Jen. 6, 
This is then what is meant by eating the meat which periſhes not, but re- 

mains to life everlaſting. Why prepare ye your teeth and belly , believe, and 

ye have eaten it: this is the Bread which came down from Heaven , to the 
. end that he which eats of it may not die. This is meant f the virtue of the 

viſible Sacrament, Fe that eateth internally, not externally, that eateth with 

the heart , not with the teeth. And a little further , our Saviour explains 

what *tis to eat his Body and drink his Blood; He that eateth my Fleſh and 

drinks my Blood dwelleth in me and I in him, To eat then this meat and drink 

this drink is to dwell in Feſus Chriſt , and to have Jeſus Chriſt dwelling in us. 

So that he that dwells not in Feſus Chriſt and Feſus Chriſt in him, does not eat 

ſpiritually his Fleſh, altho he ſenſibly bites with the teeth the Sacrament of 

his Body and Blood ; but rather eats and drinks to his condemnation the Sa- 

crament of ſo great a thing, And again, The mark by which a man ma 

know he has eaten and drank, is, that he dwells in Feſus Chriſt , and has Jeſes 

Chriſt dwelling in him. We dwell in him when we are the Members of his 

Body, and he dwells in us when we are his Temple. And a little lower , The 

words which I tell ye are ſpirit and life. What is the meaning of that , They 


are. 
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legor. wſam, 


Taen in Luc, 
lib. 1. cap. 2. 


xdem Expoſet. 
alleg. in Job, 
lth. 2. c. 14. 


de temp. feria 
6 Paſchal. 


lib. 1. cap. 12 


Tdem Hon. «ſt. 


. are ſpirit and life > That is, they muſt be underſtood ſpiritually. If ye us- 
derjtand them ſpiritually, they are ſpirit and life, if carnally this hinders yg; 
but they are ſpirit and life, but not to you. 


I'N ſhort, we find theſe Authors of the 7th. and 8th. Centuries acknow. 
ledg no other Preſence of Jeſus Chriſt on Earth than thar of his Divinity, 
of his Grace, or Providence, and in no wile. that of the ſubſtance of his 


Ifþaer. lib. 1- Body. Jeſus Chriſt aſcending up into Fleaven , ſays Tjidor , has abſented him: 
erate ſelf as to the fleſh, but is ever preſent in reſpett of his Majeſty , according ty 


what he has ſaid, I am with you to the end of the world. 


Beds Expoſ. al! THE pallages of Bede on this ſubjeft, are roo many to be mentioned 


here. I ſhall only relate ſome of 'em. 7he Lord, ſays he, having perfor- 
' med the duties of his Oeconomy, returned into Heaven, where he ws aſcended 
iu reſped of his Body, but viſits us every day by his Divine Preſence, by which 
he is always every where, and quietly governs all things. There is his Fleſh, 
which he has aſſumed, and glorified for our ſakes. Becauſe he is God and may, 
lays he again, he was raiſed up into Heaven, where he fits (as to his Humanity 
which he aſſumed on Earth.) Tet does he remain with the Saznts on Earth in 
his Divinity, by which he fills both Heaven and Earth. Elſewhere he ſays 
that the man mention'd in the Parabic of the Goſpel, who [caving his houſe 


Tdem Comm. in Went a. journey into afar Country, is our Saviour Chriſt, who after his Re- 
Mere.c. 13- ſurrettion aſcended up to his Father, having left (as to his bodily Preſence) 


his Church, altho he never ſuffered it to want the aſſiſtance of his Divine Pre. 
ſence, Interpreting myſtically in another place the words concerning Ar 
the Daughter of Phanuel, who was a Widow and aged 84. years. This Any, 
fays he, ſegnifies the Church which is (as it were) a Widow, fince the Death of 
her Lord and Spouſe. The years of her widowhood repreſent the time in which 
the Church, which is ftill burthened with this body, is abſent from the Lord, 
expetting every day with the greateſt impatience that coming concerning which 
it is ſaid, We will come to him, and make our abode with him. "Twas tothe 
ſame effeC& that expounding theſe words of Job, 7 have comforted the heart 
of the Widow, he boos. that this Widow is the Church our Mother , which 
our Saviour comforts, and that ſhe is called a Widow , becauſe her Spouſe has 
abſented himſelf from her ; as to his corporeal Preſence, according to what 
himſelf tells his Diſciples, The poor ye have always with you, but me ye have 
wot always. ; 


I'N one of his Homilies he acknowledges no other preſence of Jeſus 
Chriſt in the Euchariſt than a Preſence of Divinity , and Grace, For ha- 
ving exa&tly denoted how many times the Lord appeared ro his Diſciples 
after his Reſurretion. He deſigned, fays he, to ſhew by theſe ſrequent ap- 
pearances that he would be ſpiritually preſent in all places at the defire of 
the faithful. He appeared to the women that wept at the Sepulchre, he will 
be likewiſe preſent with us when we grieve at the remembrance of his abſence. 
He appeared (whilſt they broke bread) to thoſe who taking him for a ſtranger 
gave him entertainment, he will be likewiſe with us, when we liberally relieve 
the poor and ſtrangers. He will be likewiſe with us in the frattion of Bread, 
when we receive the Sacraments of bis Body, (which is the living Bread) with 
a pure and chaſt heart. We find here no mention of any other preſence in 
the Sacrgment, bur that of the Divinity. 


ALCUINUS teaches the ſame DotQtrine,for expounding theſe m” 
0 


-— — ———— <—— -- -e_ 


SEE AG. Acres eoibink a. ie 


of our Saviour , The poor ye have ever with you, but me not always. He 

ſhews, ſays he, we muſt not blame thoſe that communicated to him their good Alcuin.in Jean. 
things , whilſt he converſed amongſt 'em , ſeeing he was to remain ſo ſhort a (ad. 5. cop. 28, 
a time with the Church bodily. He introduces ourJSaviour elſewhere thus, 

laying ro his Church, If 7 go away in reſpett of the abſence of my Fleſh, T will 14m in Trax; 
come by the preſence of my Drvinity, by which 1 ſhall be with you to the end lib. 6. cap. 34: 
of the world, He retired from them, lays he again, as to his manhood : 1j;a, cap. 35, 
;h as God, he did not leave them.” For the ſame Chrij who is man, is like. 

wiſe God. He left them then as to his manhood, but remained with 'em as to 

his Godhead. He went away in reference to that by which he is but in one 

place, yet tarried with 'em by his Divinity which is every where. 


LET Mr, Arnaud refle&, it he pleaſes, on theſe paſſages, and, on 1 
know not how many others like 'em with which his reading will furniſh him, 
and tell us fairhtully (ſeeing on one hand there's not to be tound in Authors 
of the 7th. and 8th. Centuries, cither Tranſubſtantiation, or a preſence of 
ſubſtance , or any natural conſequences of theſe Doctrines ; and ſceing 
on the other ſo many things to be mer with in them contrary thereunto, 
as thoſe I now mention'd) whether he believes *ris likely we ſhall by the 
force of his preparations, ſuppoſitions, reticencies,and ſupplements, acquieſce 
in his Aſſertion, that the then Church held con/tan:ly and univerſally, as he 
ſpeaks, the Real Preſence and Tranſubſtanriation, *Tis certain we muſt of- 
ter great violence to our minds,. and after all when we have endeavoured 
ro imagin what Mr, Arnaud would have us, we ſhall never be able to ac- 
compliſh ir. We muſt imagin, fays he, Chriſtians perſuaded that by the 1ib.8. cap. 2. 
words of the Conſecration the Bread and Wine were effetlually changed into the 0: 13 
Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt. This Doftrine was known diftintth by all the 
faithful. I know not where Mr. Arnaud has found any of theſe fanciful 
people, thar are able to perluadethemſelves what they liſt. As to our parts, 
we are not ſuch maſters of our imaginations; and in an affair of this nature 
he muſt pardon us if we rell him that we cannot fancy a thing to be true, 
when it appears ſo plainly to us to be falle. 


BUT leſt he ſhould again accuſe us as indocible, we'l ſee what he has 
to offer us from theſe Authors of the 7th. and 8th. Centuries , when they 

expound the nature and eſſence of the Euchariſt. S. 4dor, ſays he, calls 146.8; cap. 4. 
the Euchariſt the Sacrament of Chriſt's Body, and if we defire to know in what F155» 156. 
manner 'tis the Sacrament of it, hel tell us, That the Bread we break is the 

Bod) of him who ſays, 1am the living Bread. He further adds , That the 

Wine is his Blood, and is the ſame meant by theſe words, I am the true Vine, 

Bur he ſhould not ſuppreſs what he likewiſe immediately adds , But the 1j4: tb. 1, de 
Bread is called the Body of Jeſus Chriſt ,. becauſe it ſtrengthens the body, Offic. Eccld- 
and the Wine alludes to the Blood of Chriſt, becauſe it ” gra blood in our 7 
fleſh. Theſe two things are viſible, yet being ſanflifid by the Holy Spirit 

they become the Sacrament of this Divine Body. Is this the language of a 

man thar believes a real converſion of ſubſtance. 


HE expreſly aſſerts, ſays moreover M. Arnaud, that this Body of Chriſt uid. 
which we receive in the Euchariſt, and of which we are deprived when'tis ta- 
ken from us is the Fleſh of Chriſt, concerning which 'tis ſad, If ye eat not the 
Fleſh of the Son of man, nor drink his pr. ye have no life in you ; and that 
this is the Body, the truth, the original repreſented by the ſhadows and types 
in the Old Teſtament. Tanſwer, that $. Jhdor ſuppoſes we cat the Flelh of 
Nnn Chriſt 
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Ibid. 


Greg. Mag. 
Hom. 22. in 
Euangeh 


Chriſt in the Euchariſt, which is true. He likewiſe ſuppoſes that if we 
cat nor this Fleſh we remain deprived of Salvaxion , and this is moreover 
true. From whence he concludes men ought not to abſtain long from the 
uſe of the Sacrament, becauſe a total neglect of this means which Chriſt has 
ordained for the cating of his Fleſh and drigking his Blood , will pur us in 
danger of being wholly deprived of them, tor withour cating and drinking 
this Fleſh and Blood, there is no hope of falyation. This is 7/dor's ſenſc, 
whence there can be nothing concluded in tavour of the Theſis which Mr, 
Arnaud detends.For we ſpiritually cat our Lord's Fleſh in the due uſe of the 
Sacrament ; and 'tis this manducation which S. {dor ſpeaks of, as appears 
from what he there ſays. Manifeſtum eſt eos wivere qui corpus ejus attin- 
gunt. And as to what he aſſerts, that this is the Body, the Truth, the Ori. 
ginal, repreſented by the ancient Figures, we grant it; but deny it ought 
to be hence concluded, that the Sacrament is che Body it ſelf of Jeſus Chriſt 
in ſubſtance. I have ſufficiently elſewhere diſcourſed in what manner the 
ancient types related to our Sacraments, and thoſe that pleaſe to take the 
pains to read the firſt Chapter of rhe third part of my Anſwer to Father 
Nouet, will find there, if I benot miſtaken, enough to fatisfic 'em in that 
particular, 


BED E, adds Mr. Arnaud, ſays, that the creatures of Bread and Wine 
are changed through an ineffable virtue, into the Sacrament of his Fleſh and 
Blood. This is one of the expreſſions which ariſes from the nature of the $a 
crament. But what does it ſignifie in this Author 2 He tells us in theſe fol 
lowing words. And thus, lays he, the Blood of Chriſt is no more ſhed, by 
the hands of Infidels for their ruine, but received into the mouths of the faith: 
ful for their ſalvation. But this is a very weak objeCtion. The ſenſe of 
Bede is, that the Blo@d of Jeſus Chriſt is received by the mouths of the 
Faithful, becauſe they receive the Wine which is the Sacrament of it. Which 
is the meaning of this term. And thus ficque, for he ſhews in what man- 
ner the mouths of the Faithful receive the Blood, to wit, inaſmuch as they 
receive the Sacrament of it. Gregory the Great ſaid before Bede in the 
ſame ſenſe, That we drink the Blood of the Lamb', not only with the mouths 
of our bodies, but with the mouths of our hearts. Quando ſacramentum paſ- 
fronts illius cum ore ad redemptionem ſumitur , ad imitationem quoque interna 
mente y__ » When we receive with our mouths the Sacrament of his Paſ- 
fron, and inwardly apply our ſelves to imitatethis great Saviour. 


I ſhall elſewhere in its due place examine what Mr. Ar»aud alledges 
touching Amalarius, Florus, Drutmar, and ſome other Authors of the gth. 
Century, Contemporaries with Paſchaſus. It only remains for the finiſhing of 
the diſcuſſion of the 7th. and 8th. to anſwer ſome ſlight Obſervations which 
he has made on a paſſage in the Book of Images,which goes under the name 
of Charlemain's, The Author of this Book will not have the Euchariſt be 
called an mage, but the Myſtery or Sacrament of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. 
Mr. Arnaud pretends that by this Myſtery or Sacrament, we muſt under. 
ſtand the Body it ſelf in ſubſtance : his reaſons are, Firſt, Thar 'tis the Bo- 
dy of Jeſus Chriſt which is repreſented by the types in the Old Teſtament. 
Now this Sacrament is according to the Author of the Book in queſtion, 
that which was repreſented by theſe ancient figures. Secondly , That tis 
the Body of Jeſus Chriſt which is the truth oppoſed tro Images. Now ac- 
cording to this Author this Sacrament is nor the image of it, but the truth 


in oppoſition to the image. Thirdly, 'Thart the reaſon why he will not _ 
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it to be an image is, that our Saviour did not ſay, This is the image of my 
Body, bur this is my Body. Fourthly, Thar tis of rhe Euchariſt we mult 
underſtand what he ſays, 7 hat our Saviour 'did not offer for us an image but 
himſelf. 


BUT 'tis no hard matter to anſwer theſe objections. The Sacrament. of 
- the Euchariſt may be conſidered in two reſpetts, either in oppoſitiorl ro'the 
thing itſelf, of which 'ris the Sacrament, or in conjunCtion with this fame 
thing. In the firſt reſpect, 'ris a ſign or a figure of the Body and Blood of 
Jeſus Chriſt. Char/emazn himſelt calls it fo in one of his Epiſtles to Alcuz. 
#us, as we-have already ſcen, and Bede gives it ſeveral times this title. But 
in the ſecond reſpect Char/emain denies we ought to give it the hame of 
image or figure, becauſe he would diſtinguiſh ir trom the legal figures which 
were only bare repreſentations and thadows which did communicate the 
Body, or reality of that which they repreſented ; whereas our - Euchariſt 
communicates the Body and Blood it felt of Jcfus Chriſt ſacrificed for us on 
the Croſs, and repreſented by the ancient figures. He would have us call 
it then the Myſtery or Sacrament of this Body, and the reafon which he al- 
ledges for it is, that 'ris not a bare repreſentation of a thing to come, as were 
thoſe of the ancient Law, 'tis the Myſtery ot the Death of Jeſus Chriſt, of a 
Death I ſay that was really conſummated ; and morcover, 'tis not a bare re- 
preſentation of this Death, but a Myſtery which communicares it to us. 
This is the ſence of the Author of the Book of Images, from whence it does | 
not follow that the Euchariſt is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt in ſubſtance, as 
Mr. Arnaud would hence conclude. For, tor to conſider the Sacrament, 
in conjunction with the thing of which it is the Sacrament, 'ris not ,neceſ- 
ſary that the thing be locally and ſubſtantially therein contained. Ir-is 
ſufficicat that it be really and truly communicated therein to us in a my- 
ſtical and moral manner. Now 'tis certain that this communication: is 
made thercin to the Faithful; and alcho the manner of it be ſpiritual and 
myſtical, yer is it real and true. This is ſufficient for a man to ſay as the 
Author of that Book does , That the myſtery of the Body and Blood of our 
Lord us called now, not an image, but the truth, not a ſhadow but a body, not 
a figure of things to come, but the thing repreſented by the figures. Becauſe 
that in effect we receive therein the body and truth of the legal ſhadows. 
For this reaſon a man may ſay that this myſtery-is the truth in oppoſition 
to the images of the ancient Teſtament ; becaule thar in effe&t God gives us 
actually in it that which the Law contained only in types. This is ſufficient! 
whereon to ground this remark, 7 hat our Saviour did not ſay , this 1s the 
image of my Body, but this is my Body that is given for: you. Becauſe: that 
in ioſtiruting this Sacrament he never deſign'd ro communicate to us: only 
a prefiguration, but his Body. In fine, this is ſufficient tor a man. to fay 
with reaſonand good ſenſe, and with reſpe& roo to the Euchariſt; 7 hat 
our Saviour did not offer for us an image., but himſelf in ſacrifice ; becauſe 
that which he offer'd once for us to God his Father on the Croſs, he offers,” 
and pives ic us in the Euchariſt. In a word., Mr. Arzaud's perpetual error 
is, in imagining that our Saviour Chriſt: and his Body; and Blood cannot: be 
communicated to us, unleſs we receive corporeally in,our hands and;mouths 
the proper ſubſtance of them. _ I fay, this is a miſtake exceedingly.diſtanc 
from the DoQtrine of the Fathers,who tell us we receive Jeſus Cheift himſelf, 
eat his Body and drink his Blood in the word of the Goſpel , in Bapriſm, as 
well as in the Euchariſt. | 
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CHAP. AX 


An Examination of the Conſequences which Mr. Arnaud draws, from 
the pretended Conſent of all the Chriſtian Churches, in the Doftrines 
of Tranſubſtantiation, and the Real Preſence. | 


ce —_— on the 1. 2. 3. and 4. Conſequences. 


E may juſtly lay aſide Mr. Arnaud's tenth Book, ſeeing it con- 
ſiſts only of Conſequences, which he draws from the conſent 


| of all Churches, in the Do&rines of the Real Preſence and 
Tranſubſtantiation, by ſuppoſing he has proved this conſent fince the 7th. 
Century to this preſent. For Yaving overthrown as we have done his 
Principle, we need not much trouble our ſelves about its confequences. Yer 
thar we may not neglect any thing, I ſhall make ſome Refledtions on the 
principal things contained in this Book, and that as bricfly as Iam able. 


The firſt Conſequence. 


THE firſt Conſequence bears, That the conſent of all Churches in the 
Faith of the Real Preſence, explains and determines the ſenſe of our Saviours 
words. To eſtabliſh this Propoſition, he ſays that the Miniſters endeavour 
to ſtretch theſe words, This 1s my Body, to their ſenſe, by an infinite num- 
ber of metaphyſical Arguments, which have only obſcure and abſtracted 
principles: That they uſe long diſcourſes to expound ſeparately each word 
as the term this, the word #, and the word Body. That by this means 
that which yields no trouble (when a man follows ſimply rhe courfe of na- 
ture and common ſenſe) becomes obſcure , and unintelligible. Thar fup- 
poſing in like manner a man ſhould philoſophiſe on thefe words , Lazarus 
come forth, it's no hard matter for a man to entangle himſelf with 'em; for 
this Lazarus will be neither the Soul nor the Body ſeparately , nor the Soul 
and Body together, but a mere nothing. Now a mere nothing cannor come 
outof the Grave. That our Saviour did not fpeak to be only underſtood 
by Philoſophers and Metaphyſicians, ſeeing he intended his Religion ſhould 
be followed by an infinite number of fimple' people, women and children, 
perſons ignorant of humane learning. That we muſt then judg of the ſenſe 
of theſe words by the general and common impreflion which all theſe = 
ſons receiv'd without ſo many refle&tions. That to find this fimple and na- 
tural impreſſion wemuſt conſult the ſenſe wherein they have been effefu- 
ally taken for the ſpace of a thouſand years, by-all Chriſtians in the world 
which never had in our Diſputes. "That our Saviours intention 
was rather to by theſe words the ſenſe-in which they have been ct- 
fecually taken by" all Chriſtians in the world, which was not unknown to 
him; than that in-which they have been underſtoodin thefe latter days by a 
few ian & Calviniſtical Philo s.” That he has right to 6 4 
poſe asa(thing certain; "that ſince the 7th. Century , all Chriſtians chrough- 
out. the whole earth have held the Doftrine of the Real Preſence and Tran- 
ſubſtantiarion, and thar this conſent of all peoplefor a thaufand years is ſuf. 
ficient to ſhew what the ſimple impreſſion is, and conſequently the real ſenſe 
of Chriſts words. This is the ſummary of his firſt Chapter. DY 
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The firſt Reflettion. 


TH E deſign of this whole diſcourſe tends to caſt men into horri. 
ble confuſions, I grant our Saviour intended not to ſpeak fo as to be un. 
derſtood only by Philoſophers, bur on the cotitrary, that his Religion ſhould 
be embraced by infinite numbers of ignorant people, women, and children, 
and perſons uncapable of deep reaſoning. Bur if the fenſe of theſe words 
muſt be ſought, in the conſent of all Churches, theſe women and children, 
and ignorant people will be hard pur toir ro find it. How few perſons are 
there capable of themſelves to make this inquiſition , for which they muſt 
haye skill in Languages, read two hundred Volumes, or more, atrentively 
examine 'em, diſtinguiſh che times, places and occaſions , conſider thecir- 
cumſtances of paſſages and drift of Authors, compare the various interpre- 
tations, and do in a word a thouſand things'neceflary to prevent their ta- 
king one thing for another 2 And as for thoſe that ſhall take this task upon 
'em under the guidance of another, how many cheats are they to beware of? 
How ſhall they be certain chat they ſhall have no falſe Authors impoſed u 
on 'em for true ones, forged babes attributed to Authors , or falſe Paſſa- 

es, corrupt Tranflations , and falſe *Explications to give them another 
{znks than the natural one, rhat chey fhall nor be impoſed on by captious 
Arguings or frivolous Anſwers, yet well coloured ; that they ſhall not be ti- 
wo with fruitleſs diſcourſes to wear our their patience, and attention, and by 
this means make 'em fall into the Ner. All this has been hitherto done, and 
I do not find ſuch as be guilty of this do amend whatſoever complaints 
have been made. I grant one may find the true feriſe of our Saviour's 
words in the conſent of all Churches: Bur is it not a more ſhort, ſure, and 
ealie way to ſeek it by confidering the words themfelves,by comparing them 
with other Sacramental Expreflions, by the nature of, the Ordinance which 
our Saviour inſtituted, by the circumſtances that accompanied it, the defign 
he propoſed init, by his ordinary ways of exprefling himſelf, by the other 
words he added, by the fenfe wherein, jean 15. by all probability his Diſ. 
ciples underſtood him, by the explanations which S. Pau/ gives of it, 'and 
in ſhort by the genius and univerfal Spirir of the Chriſtian Religion. Whe- 
ther a man makes chogaquici by himſelf, or under the direction of an- 
other, 'ris certain that'the way which we offer is far lefs troubleſome and 
dangerous, cafier and better accommodated tothe capacity of the common 
people, than that of the confenr of all Churches. Mr. Arnaud ſuppoſes 
this conſent from the 7th. Century to this preſent , becauſe he believes he 
has-proved it. Bur were this ſuppoſition as certain and trac in the main, as 
tis file and imaginary, it can reſide nowhere bur inthe imagination! of thoſe 
that have read his Book. And how many are there in the rank of the ſim- 

le people that never read ir? Of thoſe amongft 'em that have read it, how 
hard been capable to underſtand and Fudy of it? Are they abletodiſcern 
whether his citations be true or no, whather his Paffages' be faithfully tran- 
ſlated, his Arguments conclufive,- his Atteſtations allowable ; and whether 
he has not cancealed ſeveral things which ought to be known on this fubje&, 
for amanto bethroughly informed init 2 After all, reafon requires*em: to 
ſuſpend their judgments till fuch.rime as they have ſeen my Anſwer. And 
ſuppoſing my Anſwer does not fatisfic 'em , how know they but that my 
weakneſs, or ignorance has prejudiced the CauſeT deferid'? In the meantime 
what will become of the Faith of theſe ſimple perſons, if they will make 


it depend on the conſent of all Churches, rouching the ſenſe of our __—_ 
words, 
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words. Mr. Arraud under pretence of ſearching ſhort ways, throws men 


into ſuch labyrinths out of which 'tis impoſlible to get our. 


Second Refle(ion. 4 


I granttharthe true ſenſe of our Saviours words muſt be the ſimple and 
natural one. Wediſpute rouching this ſimple and natural ſenſe. Mr. Ar. 
naud will needs have it to be that of Tranſubſtanriation, and the Real Pre- 
ſence, we affirm 'tis the Sacramental or figurative one. Suppoſing we could 
not on cither ſide find out this ſimple and natural impreſſion which theſe 
words do of themſelves make in the minds of men , by reaſon of our Dj. 
{pute, and that we mult go ſcarch it amongſt thoſe that be free from theſe 
prejudices, it is aot reaſonable we ſhould ſtop ar thoſe thar lived ſince the 
7th, Century till now, to the prejudice of the firſt ſix ages. We muſt on 
the contrary begin from the ſix firſt. Tradition , ſaid one, not long ſince, 
whoſe word ought to beregattled, muſt begin from the Apoſtles, and paſs on 
till this preſent by an uninterrupted ſucceſſion, . The firlt {then that are to 
be conſulted , for the finding this ſimple impreſſion, mult be the Apoſlles 
that heard immediately theſe words from our Lords own mouth. We muſt 
ſearch the Hiſtory of the Goſpel ro ſee whether there be any thing that diſ- 
covers they took 'em in the ſenſe of Tranſubſtantiation, whether they have 
been ſurpriz'd by any aſtoniſhment, or raviſhed with admiration , or trou- 
bled with ſome doubt, whether 'ris likely they were imbued with principles 
on which this ſenſes eſtabliſhed ; as thata body ſhould be in ſeveral places 
at once, and accidents fubſiſt without their ſubſtance , &c. And whether 
they were not on the contrary imbued with ſome maxims very oppoſite to 
this ſenſe : as for inſtance, that to drink Blood wasa crime ſtrictly forbidden 
by Moſes's Law, that the ſigns were called after the name.of the things 
which they ſignifi'd, and whether it appears from any of their words or ati 
ons,, that they adored the Euchariſt. And 'tis here I think we ought tobe- 
gin,. and afterwards come to S. Paul, and examine whether in what he has 
{aid on this fubject, or any others , there be any thing that ſhews he belic- 
ved Tranſubſtantiation. We muſt afterwards diſcuſs age after age, what 
the Fathers of the ſix firſt Centuries have written on it , conſult the Com- 
mentaries which they have expreſly made on theſe words, and in ſhort en- 
deavour by an attentive meditation heougnly to diſcover their ſenſe. Bur 
to lay aſide the Apoſtles, and the firſt {1x Centuries, to begin this cnqui- 
ry after the ſimple and natural impreſſion which theſe words have made in 
mens minds by the 7th. and 8th. following ones. "Tis as if a man ſhould go 
ourt:of.. Paris to learn the news of France, in the furthermoſt parts of thar 


Kingdom, Bur 'rwill be reply'd, theſe Centuries were not prepoſſeſſed by 


our Diſputes: I grantit. Butthey may haye had other prejudices which 
have diſturbed this ſimple and natural impreſſion which we ſeek. What 
likehhogd is there of finding it pure, according as we deſire it, in Greece, 
ſince the fancies of Damaſcen have been in vogue, whom the Greeks eſteem 
aSanother S. Thomas, according to Mr. Arnaud ; but whom Mr. Arnaud durſt 
not follow himſelf no more than we, whether Dawaſcen believed the aſſum- 
ption'of..the Bread, or only the union of it to the Body of Chriſt in the 
manner I have proved and explained > How can it be expe&ted to be found 


-pure- amongſt the Copticks, Armenians, Jacobites , Neſtorians, Egyptians, 


ſince.theſe people have fallen into ignorance, groſs Errors and Superſtiti- 
ons, wherein they ſtill remain. A man that is acquainted with the Hiſtory 


of the Emiſſaries ſent from the Latins into all theſe Countries ſince the 1 1th 
Century 
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Century rill this rime without intermiſſion, may not he juſtly ſuſpect rhat 
the Emiſfaries have troubled the purity of this Imprefſion 2 Howſoever it 
cannot be denied but it was more pure in the fix firſt Ages than in the fol- 
lowing ones, and conſequently that we ought not to begin our inquirics 
ſince that time. 


The third Refletion. 


Mr. ARN A@ D unjuſtly accuſes the Miniſters for embroiling the ſenſe 
of theſe words, 7 his is my Body : But we, may with greater co charge 

the Scholaſticks and Controvertiſts ot the Roman Church with it, who 

have made I know not how many gloſles, and formed I know not how ma- 

ny opinions on the word 7his. We know what Ambroſe Catarin has 

written of it, Ler the Reader conſider, ſays he, the labour and anguiſh which Amiriſ.Cath », 
almoſt all Writers have undergone, when we demand of 'em the fignification of m—_ ” = 
this Pronoun, This ; for they write ſuch a multitude of things , and thoſe ſo — —_ 
contrary to one another, that they are enough to make a man at his wits end 

that too cloſely conſiders 'em. The Miniſters give theſe words a ſenſe very 

plain and natural, which neither depends on obſcure and abſtracted Princt- 

ples, nor metaphyſical notions. If they argue cither to eſtabliſh cheir 

tenſe, or ſhew that theſe words can ſuffer no other, their arguings liein ob- 
ſervations which are clear and intelligible: as tor inſtance, the word 7his 

cannor ſignific any thing elſe kar zhzs Bread, and that the whole propoſiti- 

on muſt be taken as if our Saviour had faid, this Bread is my Body; and to 

make this propoſition intelligible , we muſt neceſſarily give it a figurative 

ſenſe, for one and the ſame ſubje&t cannot be literally both Bread and Body. 1 

grant we mult not Philofophiſe on thefe words, Lazarus come forth. Neither 

15 there ever a one of us that fers himſelf ro Philoſophiſe on 'em ; we under- 

ſtand ſimply by Lazarus a perſon whom our Saviour raiſed from the dead in 

the very moment he called him , as God made light ar that very inſtant 

wherein he ſaid, Let there be light. The difficulties which Mr. Arnazd finds in 

our Saviours expreſſions are afte&ed difficulties. But thoſe which ariſe from 

theſenſe of Tranſubſtantiation attribured ro our Saviour's words are real 

ones, not by abſtratted and metaphyſical arguments, but becauſe never 

man faid, this is ſuch a thing , to ſignific that the ſubſtance of the thing 

which he held was impercepribly changed into rhe ſubſtance of another, hu- 

mane language will not ſuffer it. 


The fourth Reflection. 


Mr. ARNA7D invain oppoſes the ſenſe of Philoſophers and Doors 
to thar of /ample perſons, and ſuch as are not capable of any uy reaſoning, to 
find our the true natural impreſſion which our Saviours words make on the 
minds of men, withour ſtudy and refletion. This natural impreflion ſince 
a thouſand years to judg thereof only by Hiſtory is a thing abſolutely un- 
known and undiſcernable to us for two reaſons; the firſt, that the ſimple are 
not guided by the moſt natural impreſſion, they are led by that which their 
DoCtors and Philoſophers givethem, for we know very well that in mat- 
ters of Religion the people uſually believe what their guides teach 'em, and 
not what their firſt ſenſe diftates to 'em. The other reaſon is, that wharſo- 
ever we can know of the belief of Churches fince a thouſand years de- 
pends on the Writings which are come to our hands. Now theſe Books 


were wrote by Doctors and Philoſophers, who may have given us their Spe- 
culations, 
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culations, and thoſe of the ſame opinion with them, what they have learn's 
in the Schools, or what they themſelves have imagin'd, rather than the fim- 
ple and natural impreſiion of people. - 


The fifth RefieAion. 


'TIS ill reaſoning to ſay that the fenſe which ſeems to have preyail'd 
Gace the 7th. Century, be it whar it will, (forI examine not at preſent what 
that is) muſt neceſſarily be the true ſenſe of our Saviour , under pretence 
that he was not ignorant of the manner in which they would take his 
words, in this Century, and in the following ones. The myſteries of his 
preſcience, and thoſe of his providence touching the errors wherein he ſuf- 
ters mento fall are unknown to us. Neither is it permitted us to pry into 
them. He has ſuffered men to underſtand in the three firſt Centuries what 
is ſaid in the Revelations touching his reign of a thouſand years, in the ſenſe 
of a terreſtial Kingdom, He has permitted men in the 4th. and 5th. Centuries 
to underſtand commonly theſe words, If ye eat not the Fleſh of the Son of 
man, nor drink his Blood, ye will have no life in you , of the neceſlity there 
is of receiving the Euchariſt to be ſaved. The ways of God are beyond 
our reach, and we muſt neyer judg of the true ſenſe of his word , by the 
opinions which are prevalent amongſt men. 


Second C onſequerge. 


*Mr. AR NAV D's ſecond Conſequence is, That the conſent of all the 
Churches in the Doftrine of the Real Preſence during the eleven laſt Ages be- 
ing proved, determines the ſenſe # the words of the Fathers of the 1x fit 
Ages. His Arguments are the ſame which the Author of the perpetuity 
already offer'd. Thar *Tis againſt nature, ſenſe, and reaſon to ſuppoſe the 
ſame expreſſions were uſed for fix hundred years ſpace in a certain ſenſe by 
all the Chriſtian Churches, and that in all the other enſuing Centuries, they 
have been uſed in another ſenſe, without any bodies perceiving this equivo- 
cation. That 'tis contrary to nature to ſuppoſe all the maſters of one opi- 
nion, and all the Diſciples to be of another , and yet ſtill ro ſuppoſe they 
tollowed the ſentiments of their Maſters, 


The firſt Refleftion. 


THE Author of the Perpetuity will have the ſtate of the Latin Church 
in the 11th. Century (when the conteſts of Berexgarius hapned) to deter- 


mine that of the whole Church ſince the Apoſtles time. Here Mr. Arnaud 


pretends that the Churches conſent ſince the 7th. Century determines the 
ſenſe of the Fathers of the ſix firſt. ,We have likewiſe ſeen in the 7th. Cha- 
pter of his Book that he aſſerts that to judg rightly of the expreſſions of the 
Fathers of the 7th. and 8th. Centuries, we wal ſuppoſe they conſtantly and 
univerſally believed Tranſubſtantiation and the Real Preſence, and that this 
ſuppoſition muſt determinerhe ſenſe of their words. What can we think 
of all rheſe circuits, bur that they arcilluſions, which plainly enough ſhew 
that theſe Gentlemen find but ſmall fatisfa&tion in their inquiries into the 
firſt ſix ages. Were Tranſubſtantiation and the Real Preſence apparently 
raughr in them, what occaſion would they have of making them cnter by 
machins, and mount up tothem fromthe [ater Ages. Ir is then certain that 


theſe ways of reaſoning, theſe ſuppoſitions and arguments from the bottom 
ro 


Cray, X. of the 7th. and 8th. Centuries, 103 


to the top, are ſo far from perſuading us what Mr. Arnaud deſires, that on 
the contrary they do bur more confirm us in our opinion , which is, that 
theſe DoCtrines were unknown to the ancient Church. 


The ſecond Refieftion. 


'TIS confonant to reaſon to imagin , that in the laſt Ages the queſtion 
whether che Euchariſt be the ſubſtance ir ſelf of our Saviour's Body, or nor; 
having been agitared with great hear, thoſe who held the affirmative have 
abuſed the general expreſſions ot the. ancient Fathers, and endeavoured to 
rucn them to their ſenſe. This is a thing that happens every day in the 
ſmalleſt conreſts, in which every one defiresto fer off his ſentiments and con- 
firm them by paſſages taken our of the Fathers to ſhelter himſelf thereby 
from the reproach of innovation. Ir is likewiſe eafie to imagine that thole 
who bur ſlightly apply themſelves to the ſtudy of Theological Points are 
ſoon cheated by falſe appearances. We ſce but roo many examples of this; 
Iris in ſhort eaſie to conceive that Diſciples may deviate from the Do&fine 
and ſenſe of their Maſters under divers pretences, The Diviſions of Chri- 
ſtians in points of Religion have almoſt all of 'em hapned in this manner, 
the Diſciples were not content to keep pace with their Maſters but have 
went beyond 'em, and often overrhrown their real ſentiments under pretence 
of explaining and illuſtrating what they ſaid with leſs perfpicuity. When 
Scholars are become Maſters, they no longer look upon themſelves as Scho- 
lars, but DoCtors, and in this quality 'tis no hard matter to comprehend 
they may havenew notions, which they endeayour to eſtabliſh on the re- 
ſtimony of thoſe that preeeded them; and. for this effect take their words 
in a contrary ſenſe : The people eaſily receive what their Doctors teach 'em ; 
and as to the DoCtors, there needs no great number of them in an ignorant 
age to introduce a novelty, One fk perſon may ſometimes impoſe ona 
wholeaſſembly, and engage them into his opinions, which afterwards ſhall 
pals for the true Doctrine of the Church, 


The third Conſequence. 


Mr. 4 R NAY D's third propoſition is conceived in theſe terms, 244. r0. cap. 3. 
That all the ſeveral inſtaxces of expreſſions produced by Aubertin to ſhew 
that a man may take in a metaphorical ſenſe the paſſages by which the Catho- 
licks eſtabliſh the Real Preſence and T ranſubſtantiation are in no wiſe alike, To 
eſtabliſh rhis propoſition , he ſays, there are two ways by) which we may 
know whether the expreſſions which appear at firſt alike are in efte& dit» 
ferent. The firſt is to mark preciſely by reaſoning the difference of theſe 
expreſſions, and to ſhew they are not alike, The ſecond is to diſcern them 
by opinion, by a ſimple view of the mind, and by an impreffion which 
makes it ſelf felt altho it cannot be expreſſed. Applying afterwards this 
remark to his ſubject, he ſays, that the expreſſions of the Fathers touchi 
the Euchariſt having been taken inthe ten laſt Centuries in aſenſe of Tran- 
ſubſtanciation ancFreality, and the others having never been taken bur in 
a metaphorical ſenſe, rhere muſt of neceſliry be a great difference between 

. them ſecing they have made ſuch ditterent impreſſions, and that opinion has 
+ fo welldiſtinguiſhed them. This is the ſummary of his third Chapter. 
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The firſt Refledlion. 


WE are agreed concerning this manner of diſcerning the expreſſions, and 
the things themſelves, by opinion, as well as by an exa& remark of the 
differences which diſtinguiſh them. But it Mr. Arzaud will make a maxim 
of this which may ſerve as a principle to draw thence certatm concluſions, 
he muſt ſuppoſe that this ſentiment or opinion can never be corrupted by 
falſe prejudices, norever be deceived by eſtabliſhing imaginary liffcrence! 
where there are noreal ones. I grant rhat in the laſt Apes the expreſſions 
of the Fathers have been taken 1n a ſenſe of Tranſubſtantiation , whereas 
neyer any man underſtood thoſe which we fay are alike but in a meta. 
phorical ſenſe; this is a ſign they were regarded in thoſe Ages as diffe- 
rent expreſſions; but itdoes not follow that they be different in effect, un- 
leſs ir be ſaid thar the ſentiment of thoſe Centuries is infallible. Ir is 
no hard matter to believe that men may judg rightly in reſpect of one thing, 
and at the ſame time fall into error in ſpect of another whatſoever con- 
formity there may be between them. A man may be ſometimes miſtaken 
by confounding, as if they were alike ſuch expreſſions as are not fo, and 
then again take for different expreſſions ſuch as be alike. As we never pre- 
rended rhat the men of theſe later ages are miſtaken in all things, ſo Mr. 4r- 
naud muſt not pretend they are right in every thing. 


The ſecond Reflefion. 


THE method which Mr. Arnaud propoſes for the difcerning the diffe- 
rent.expreſſions of the Fathers from thoſe which are alike, is deceitful. For 
if we muſt for .chis end rather follow the way of ſentiment than thart of rea- 
ſon, twill be then ar leaſt juſt to conſult the ſentiment of thoſe Ages where- 
inthe Fathers lived, and that of perſons to whom they ſpake, and not the 
ſentiment of. later Ages which might perhaps have been diſturb'd by new 
notions. Lect Mr. Arnaud then ſhew us if he pleaſes thar in the firſt fix 
Ages the expreſſions of the Fathers:;touching the Euchariſt were taken in a 
ſenſe of reality and* Tranſubſtantiation, and the others which we produce 
as being alike, in a metaphorical ſenſe, and we will ſee what uſe we muſt 
makeot hisRule. © Butrto ſeck this difference of impreſſion or ſentiment in 
Ages wherein we believe this DoCtrine was changed, will be an apparent de- 
ceiving of our ſelves, ſeeing 'tis not poſſible but what he calls the ſentiment 
or impreſſion has been altered by the change of Dottrine. 


T he fourth Conſequence, 


THESE three firſt conſequences are attended by a fourth , which is, 
That moſt of the expreſſions which the Miniſters pervert againſt the Real Pre- 
ſence and Tranſubſtantiation are naturally of kin to this Doftrine. The equi- 
ty, ſays Mr. Arnaud, of this Conſequence is apparently viſible. For why muſt 
theſe terms ſubſiting, in Authors that lived fence the ſeventh Century , with 
the perſuaſion of the Real Preſence , be inconſiſtent with this DoArine in the 
fix preceding Ages? And why muſt not nature which has put later Authors 


upon making uſe of them without prejudice to their ſentiment produce the ſame + 


theſe ter the Fathers of the firſt Ages, in a ſenſe that contradifts not 
the Catholtek Dofrine, provided this ſenſe be found authoriz'd by the conſent 
and praftice of the ten following Ages. 


effet in the fe Ages 2 And in fine, what difficulty is there in underſtanding 
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Refle(tion. 


Mr. AR NA®D ſeeming to forget the diſtinftion which the Author 
of the Perpetuity made, and which he himſelf has ſometimes uſed , con- 
cerning a natural language, and one that is forced, will not I ſuppoſe take it ill 
if I remember him ot ic , and uſe it againſt his pretended Conſequence. 
There is a difference between the expretiions which the Fathers uſe on the 
ſubject of the Euchariſt, and the ſame expreſſions in Authors of later Ages. 
The laſt borrowing ſometimes the expreſſions of the Fathers have ar rhe 
fame time declared themſelves in favour of Tranſubſtantiation, or the Real 
Preſence 3 the former have done nothing like this. The firſt have lefttheir 
expreſſions in the tull exrent of their natural ſenſe without any miſtruſt of 
their being abuſed. The laſt have commonly reſtrained and mollified them 
by violent expoſitions, and ſuch as are contrary to their natural ſenſe , as 
well knowing they may be ulcd againſt crhemlelves. The firſt have uſed 
them indiftcrently in all occaſions, becauſe they contained their real opini- 
on, but the laſt have uſed 'em only accidentally as the neceſſity of their 
diſcourſe required, © The firſt have . likewiſe uted withour any difliculty 
other emphatical expreſſions which rhe laſt darcd not uſe, tor , dare they 
ſay for example whar 7 heodoret and Gelafius have ſaid , that the Bread lo- 
ſes not its nature or ſubſtance : dared they fay what Facundus ſaid , that, 
the Bread is not properly the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, bur is fo called becauſe 


it contains the myſtery of it ?' whence it appears that when they uſe any of 


the Fathers expreſſions, *tis by conſtraint, becauſe they muſt endeavour to 
accommodate, as much as inthem lies, rhcir ſtile to the ſtile of the Ancients, 
whereas the Ancients delivered themſelves in a natural manner. We muſt 
then make another judgment of theſe expreſſions when we find them in 
the Fathers, than when we meet with 'em in Authors of later Ages fince 
Tranſubſtantiation has been eſtabliſhed. There they explain the real Be- 
lief of the Church, here they are expreſſions which are endeavoured to be 
linked with another Beliet, which is expounded in another manner, There 
they muſt be taken in their natural ſignitication, here in atorced and forein 


One, 


q 


T HE natural ſenſe of theſe words of Juſtin, Ireneus, Cyril of Jeruſalem 
and ſome others, that the Euchariſt, is »ot mere Bread, common Bread, is, 
that it is in truth Bread, bur Bread that is Conſecrated. The {trained ſente 
of theſe words is, that 'tis only Bread in appearance, and in reſpect of ir 
accidents, | | 


TH E natural ſenſe of theſe words which are frequently uſed by the 
Fathers, chat our Lord ca/{ed the Bread his Body, that he gave to the Bread 
the name of his Body, that he honored the Bread with the name of his Body, 
T hat our Saviour made an exchange of names , giving to the Bread the name 
of his Body, and to his Body that of the Bread. Their natural ſenſe 1s, I fay, 
that the Bread without ceaſing to be Bread, has aſſumed the name of Chriſt's 
Body ; the forced ſenſe is, that rhe Bread rakes the name of it , becauſe rhe 
ſubſtance is really changed into the ſubſtance of this Body. 


THE natural ſenſe of the-paſſages of the Fathers which aſſert the Bread 
and Wine are ſymbols, figns, figures, images of our Lords Body and Blood, is, 
that by the conſecration the Bread and Wine are exalted to the glary of be- 
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ing the myſtical ſigns of the Body and Blood of Chriſt, without loſing their 
own nature. The forced ſenſe is eitherthat the Body of Jeſus Chriſt is the 
ſign of it ſelf, or that the accidents, that is to ſay, the appearances of Bread 


and Wine, arc ſigns, 


I T is the ſame inreſpeCt of other expreſſions of the Fathers which the 
modern Doctors haye endeayourecd to accommodate to their ſtile, in giving 
'em ſtrained ſenſes and forced explanations which were unknown to the 
Ancients. To take from us the liberty of making uſe of them , we muſt 
firſt be ſhew'd that the Fathers themſelves have taken them in this extraor- 
dinary and diſtorted ſenſe. Otherwiſe we ſhall ſtill have reaſon to uſe them 
according to their natural and ordinary one. 


1 
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CHA P. XI. 
Other Refle&tions on My. Arnaud's Conſequences. 


The fifth Conſequence. 


H THERTO we haye not found Mr. Arnaud's pretenſions very 


equitable , bur we may truly ſay that that which we are now 
i abour examining, and which 1s contained in his fifth Conſequence, 
is leſs reaſonable than the reſt, He propoſes it in theſe terms, That the Ca. 
tholicks have right to ſuppoſe without any ether proofs that the paſſages of the 
Fathers are to be underſtood in the ſenſe wherein they take 'em, and that all 
the Anſwers of the Calviniſts in which they eſtabliſh not theirs by evident de- 
monſtrations are ridiculous and unreaſonable. 


T HIS propoſition being; very furprizing and contrary to the truc rules 
of Diſputation which do not allow any other right or liberty than what 
treaſon and truth afford ; Mr. Arnaud TOS re endeavours to confirm it by 
along train of big wordsand cenfures full of Authority, and with which 
he has enriched his 5th. and 6th. Chapters. The reſult of all which amounts 
only to this, That the Diſpute being reduced to the expounding of certain 
terms which the Catholicks take'in one ſenſe, and the Miniſters endeavour 
to turn into another, the Catholicks ſtopping at the /;rera/ ſignification of 
theſe expreſſions, that they take the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , for the Body of 
Jeſus Chriſt, and the change of the Bread into the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, tor 
the change of the Bread into the Body of Jeſus Chriſt.But that the Miniſters 
hereto apply one of their two general folutions, or famous keys of virtue 
and fgure ſo often uſed by them. That in this conteſt 'ris evident that the 
rightot the ſuppoſition belongs to the Catholicks. The other thing is, that 
the expreſſions which the Catholicks alledg for themſelves have been taken 
in the ſenſe wherein they uſe them this thouſand years by all Chriſtians 1n 
the world. Thar theſe two qualities reduce this ſenſe into ſuch a point © 
evidence, that nothing but demonſtrations can counterpoiſe them, and hin- 
der our rcalon from acquieſcing in them. 


The 


Cuar, XI. of the 5th. and 8th. Centuries, 


__T 


The firſt Reflefion. 


THE firſt of theſe two reaſons whereon Mr. Arnaud grounds his pre. 
tenſion is invalid, and rhe ſecond reſides only in his own imagination. I fay 
the firſt is invalid ; for if the DoEtors of the Roman Church do propole 
ſeveral paſlages wherein they ſtop at the literal ſignification of rhe terms; 
45 be thoſe which call the Euchariſt the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, and fome few 
others that ſay the Bread is changed: we alſo on our parts alledg an infinite 
of others, wherein we likewiſe ſtop at the /zteral figmification of the tertns, 
ſuch as be all choſe rhat call the Euchariſt after the Conſecration; Bread and 
Wine, and which ſay that this Bread and Wine are made the ſigns, the ſym- 
bols, rhe figures of the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt; So far matrets are 
equa}, and the prejudice cannot fayour either fide. 


MOREOVER, whotold Mr. Arnaud, we muſt ever prejudicate in 
favour of the literal ſignification of terms? We oft prejudicate on the con- 
trary in behalf of the metaphorical ſignification by conſidering the matter 
to which the terms are apphed when 'tis hkely they are uſed figuratively ; 
as when in matter of Books we ſpeak of Plato and Ariſtotle , or in rete- 
rence to Images we ſpeak of S. Stephen and S. Chriſtopher. Tr is not enough 
ro ſay the Carholicks ſtopart the liceral fignification of terms. This is not 
enough roeſtabliſh a prejudice, nor for the obtaining a right to fuppoſe 
without proof ; ir muſt be moreover ſhew'd that the fubje& or mitter in 
queſtion does not oppoſe ir ſelf againſt this prejudice. Mr. Arnaud muſt 
proceed farrher, and ſhew char there's not any thing abſolutely that is able 
ro form a contrary prejudice. Bur Mr. Arnaud was unwilling to enter in- 
ro this diſcufion , becauſe of its difficulty ; and difficulties are not proper 
for a man to meddle withal that writes in a domineering ſtile. 


THE ſecond reaſon has leſs ſtrengrh than the firſt. For firft *ris not 
true that che expreſſions whicly thoſe of the Roman Church alledg in their 
own favour have bcen taken in the ſenſe-wherein they employ 'em for near 
a thouſand years by all rhe Chriſtians inthe world. Mr. Arzaud muſt nor 
be ſo haſty romake us receive this propoſition till he has heard what Fhave 
toſay. Now that things are cleared up in'this reſpect, every man may judg 
of 'em, and I hope they will make a juſt judgment of them. Secondly, 
there's a great deal of difference berwixt the Fathers of the firſt fix Centu. 
ries, and thoſe of- the later Ages, who take theſe expreſſions weare ſpeaking 
of itv a ſenſe of rhe Real Preſence and 'Tranſubſtantiation: We find in thele 
laſt other exprefſions whichclearly manifeſt cheir thoughts. They plainly 
ſay that rhe fubſtance of Bread is changed'into the ſubſtance of Chritt's Bo- 
dy, and that this Body is ſubſtanciaily preſent under the vail of accidents ; 
but wedo nor find any thing like this in the Fathers: Now this difference 
overthrows'Mr.. Arnauds prejudice, for had the Fathers meant by their ge- 
neral expreſſions: the ſame rhing which theſe laſt do, rhey would have ſpoke 
like them, bur rhis they have not done. *Tis not then likely they had the 
ſameſenſe; and ic will ſignifie nothing ro ſay thar' that which has hindred 
them from doing ſo was becauſe there was no conteſt ini the Church all that 
time touching this pointz for the DoCtrine of Tranſubſtanciation does of 
itlelt form, withour the help of wn conteſt, the diſtin& idea' of a real 
converſion” of the ſubſtance of Bread and Wine' into the ſubſtance of our 
Lords Body and Blood, This Doctrine naturally makes a parricular and de- 


rerminate 


— OO—_—  — —— 


Nullity of the Conſequences Book V. 


—_ 


terminate ſenſe, where the term of ſubſtance enters. There's no need ot 


a diſputation for this. Whence it follows that had the Fathers thus meant 
it, they would have explained themſelves in the ſame manner as theſe laſt. 
It does notappear to us they havedone it. Ir is not then reaſonable to pre. 
judicate they held this Doctrine. 


THE better to acknowledg the unreaſonableneſs of Mr. Arnaud's pre- 
tenſions, who will ſuppole at any rate; oppoſe we againſt him a contrary 
pretenſion, which is, that we have right to ſuppole without any other proot, 
that the paſſages of the Fathers which are offered us , muſt not be under- 
ſtood in a ſenſe of Tranſubſtantiation nor Real Preſence ; and thar if Mr. 
Arnaud will eſtabliſh the affirmative, he is obliged ro do it by evident de- 
monſtrations ſufficient ro yanquiſh this prejudication. This here is our 
pretenſion; it remains only now to be obſerved how we prove it: and ha- 
ving feeen how Mr. Arnaud has proyed his, it will be eafie to compare proof 
with proof, and judg which of the rwo propoſitions is the moſt juſt and 
reaſonable. 


FIRST, there ought to be remembred here what I ſaid in the 7th. Cha- 
pter of this Book touching the 7th. and 8th. Centuries, that we muſt ever 
prejudicate in favour of nature and common ſenſe, which regulate the 
judgments of men, till rhe contrary does evidently appear. Now the ſtate 
of nature is, not to believe the DoCtrines we ſpeak of, and it muſt be gran- 
ted me that common ſenſe does not teach 'em. We have then right to ſup- 


. poſe withour proof, that the Fathers did not belicye them, and conſequent- 


ly that their expreſſions muſt nor be taken in this ſenſe : And *ris Mr. 4r- 
»aud's part to thew ſo clearly the contrary , that his proof may ſurmount 
the prejudication. Which it he does not do, reaſon obliges us to let the Fa- 
thers alone in the ſtate of nature and common ſenle. 


SECONDLY, The matter in debate does of it ſelf form our preju- 
dice. The point in hand is touching a Sacrament, and in Sacramental ex- 
preflions we commonly give tothe ſigns the names of the things which they 
repreſent; as may be verified by numberleſs inſtances.We then have right co 
{uppoſe withour any other proof, that thoſe of the Fathers concerning the 
Euchariſt being of this number muſt be taken in rhe ſame ſenſcas the others, 


rill it be ſhew'd us from the Fathers themſelves that they otherwiſe under- 
{ſtood them. 


I'N the third place, our right is grounded on the nature of the Doctrine 
it ſelf, about which we diſpute. For the ſubſtantial converſion makes of 
it ſelf a particular ſenſe, it anſwers to a very diſtin& queſtion, which 1s, 
whether the change which happens in the Euchariſt bea change of ſubſtance 
or not; itſays, that 'tis a change of ſubſtance, Ir is impoſſible but rhoſe 
that have this Doctrine in their thoughts muſt conceive it in this determi- 
nation, that is to ſay, in applying their conceptions preciſely to the ſub- 
ſtance; and 'tis nor likely they have thus conceived it without explaining 
themſelves ſometimes in a manner that anſwers exa&tly to their opini- 
on. Ir is then reaſonable to ſuppoſe withour any other proof, that they 
have nor thus conceived it till ſuch time as it ſhall pleaſe Mr. Arnaud to 
convince us of the contrary from their own declarations, not from general 
expreſſions, but by expreſſions which are formal and particular , or ſ{uch 
equivalent ones as may prevent a mans being miſtaken in them. MORE 
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is a hard matcer co be believed, and thar humane nature is naturally averſe 
to the belict of ir. Whar likehthood is there then if the Fathers deſigned 
to teach it they ſhould be content with theſe general expreſſions which fix 
not the mind being as they are, capable ot icveral ſenſes ? Had they ao rea- 
ſon to fear left humane inclinations would be apt to turn peoples minds on 
the other fide, and carry'em oft from rhe true ſenſe of rheir words. 


IN fine, we need only conſider the greateſt part of thoſe expreſſions 
themſelves which are propoſed, ro prejudicate according'ro appearance that 
they ſignific nothing leſs than Trantubſtantiation or the Real Preſence. For 
they can no ſooner have this ſenſe given 'em bur they become immediately 
difficult and perplexed, whereas in taking them otherwiſe they become cafie 
and intelligible. What canrhere be for example more perplexing than this 
uſual gr of theFathers, 7hat the Bread ani Wine are the Body 
and Blood of Feſus Chriſt, it a man takes it in a ſenſe of Tranſubſtantiation ? 
For what muſt we conceive by this Bread and Wine ? Is it real Bread , and 
real Wine 2 They are not the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt. Are they 
the appearances of Bread and Wine 2 How can theſe appearances be thus 
Body and Blood 2 Is it that which appears to be Bread and yer is not lo ? 
Bur why muſt not that be Bread which appears to be Bread 2 Why it it be 
not Bread is it called Bread ? Is it that which was before Bread and Wine 2 
But how is that which was before Bread and Wine now the Body and 
Blood, ſeeing there is no common ſubject of which we can rationally ſay, 
that it was before Bread and Wine, but now Body and Blood. After this 
rate a man knows not on which fide to turn himſelf, whereas if you under- 
ſtand that the Bread and Wine are the Sacrament of Chriſt's Body , you'l 
meet with no difficulty ; for the Sacraments uſually aſſume the names of 
the things of which they are Sacraments : and theſe ways of ſpeaking create 
no trouble ro amans mind. Now when we contend about two ſenſes , our 
reaſon will lead us to prejudicate in favour of that which is the moſt caſie, 
and leſs intricate, and make us ſuppoſe it withoug proof, till ſuch time as it 
evidently appears that the other, (altho more difficult) yet is the trueſt, 


COMPARE now (I pray) our pretenſton with that of Mr. Arnaud, 
and judg which of the two is the moſt juſt and natural. He grounds his on 
two reaſons whoſe ſtrength and, truth we queſtion, and have already over- 
thrown ; and I ground mine on Principles which muſt be granted by borh 
parties, and which are apparently concluſive. For it cannor be denied but 
we mult prejudicare in behalf of nature, of common lights which regulate 
the judgments of men, the manner of the Sacramental expreflions, and the 
moſt eaſic and leaſt perplexed ſenſe. Neither can it be denied that the na- 
rureof the Doctrine in queſtion guicling men of it ſelf to explain themſelves 
about ir in preciſe terms, and indeed neceſſarily obliging them by reafon of 
the natural repugnancies of mens minds, does not entirely favour this preju 
dication. Iris then a thouſand times more rational than the other. 


Mr. AR N AT D grounds his pretenſion on an advantage which we are 
in poſſeſſion of as well ashe. For hefays he underſtands the expreſſions of 
the Fathers which are alledpged, ina literal ſenſe; we fay the ſame in reſpect 
of thoſe which we alledg : [an I ground mine on particular advantages to - 
which he cannot dos, Now 'tis far more reaſonable to eſtabliſh a par. 
ticular right on particular advantages, than ro eſtabliſh ir on a GG 
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Anſwer to 
the Perpetuity. 
part 2, Ch, 2. 


Bell.de Satram- 
Eachar.l, 1.c.1 


thing. For from that which is common to both parties, there can ariſe 
no particular privilege. 


The third Reſledion. 


ALTHOO we havethis right to ſuppoſe without any other proof that 
the expreſſions of the Fathers which the Roman Church alledges in her own 
favour muſt be taken in a Sacramental ſenſe, and not ina ſenſe of Tranſub. 
ſtantiation or Real Preſence ; yet in the anſwers we make , we do nor ah- 
ſolutely make uſe of this right. For betore we return our anſwers we eſta- 
bliſh the real ſentiment of the Fathers by authentick paſſages taken our of 
their Books, ſo that our Anſwers be only an. application of that which the 
Fathers themſelves have taught us. Thus has Mr, 4«bertiz uſed them, and 
thus have I uſed them againſt rhe Author of the Perpetuity, There is then 
a great deal of injuſtice in Mr. Arnaud's proceeding , when he produces 
ſome of my Anſwers, and offers 'em to be conſidered diſſocated from my 
proofs ; whereas they ought only be conſidered in their reference to theſe 
yroofs, from which they draw their light and ſtrength. 


FOR example, when I anſwered the paſſage of S. /gnatius taken from 
7 heodoFet's Colle&tions, which bears , That Hereticks receive not the Eu- 
chariſt and the Oblations , becauſe they do not acknowledg the Euchariſt to be 
the Fleſh of our Lord that ſuffered for our fius , 1 ſaid that Ignatius's ſenſe 
was, 7 hat our Saviour did not adopt the Bread to be his Body, as if he had no 
real Body, which was the fooliſh imagination of thoſe Hereticks ; as appears 
by Tertullian's Diſputes againſt Marcion , but that the Bread is the Sacra- 
ment of this true Body, which gied and roſe again. This Anſwer is grounded 
on the expreſs Declarations of the Fathers, which I had already produced, 
and which ſhew they meant by the term of Fleſh, or Body of Jeſus Chriſt 
applied to the Euchariſt, not the ſubſtance of this Fleſh, but the Sacrament 
or Symbob of it, whichis in it ſelf Bread. To take this Anſwer alone ſepa- 
rate from the proof which authoriſes it ro declaim afterwards, that I return 
Anſwers without grounding them on proots, is a thing thar is neither ho- 
neſt nor ingenuous. Moreover, what I ſaid touching theſe Hereticks be- 
lieving our Saviour Chriſt adopted the Bread for to be his Body, as having 
no trucBody of his own, is grounded on 7ertu/iar's attributing this opini- 
on to Marcion, who (as every one knows) follow'd in this the ancient He- 
reticks ; and 'tisto no purpole to ſay, That thoſe that taught this ridiculous 
adoption of the Bread received the Euchariſt, and that $. Ignatius ſpeaks on 
the contrary of Hereticks that did not receive it. For *cis certain that theſe 
ancient Hereticks ſtill retained ſome ufe of the Euchariſt , celebrating it in 
their manner, but did not receive it according to the juſt and true deſign of 
its inſtitution, which is to repreſent and communicate to us the true Fleſh 
of Jeſus Chriſt, who ſuffered death and is riſen again, becauſe they denied 
our Saviour aſſumed real Fleſh, affirming he appearcd in the world only in 
a phanraſm. If Mr. Arnaud will conteſt hereupon, beſides that I can tell 
him my Anſwer will be no leſs good, in the main, when he ſhall ſhew that 
the Hereticks mention'd by /gnatius did abſolutely reject the Euchariſt, I 
may moreover appoſe againſt him Cardinal Be/armin , who cxpreſly ſays 
touching this paſlage, That theſe anoient Hereticks combared not ſo much the 
Sacrament of the. Euchariſt, as the myſtery of the Incarnation ; for as Ignatius 
himſelf infinuates the reaſon of their denial of the Euchariſt to be our Lords 


Fleſh, was, becauſe they diſown'd our Lord aſſumed true Fleſh; Mr. an__ 
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IT 


will not I hope pretend to underſtand more of this matter than BeVar- 
mine 


THE fame thing may be faid touching the Anſwer I return'd to a paſ- 
ſage of Juſtin, which ſays, That we take not theſe things as mere Bread and 
Drink, but that this meat being made the Euchariſt j with which our fleſh and 
blood are nouriſhed, by means of the change becomes the. Fleſh and Blood of 
Jeſus Chriſt incarnate. I anſwer'd not barely what Mr. Arnaud makes me 
anſwer, That this food is made the Body of Chriſt by a Sacramental union to 
the Body of Chriſt, but that in effett the Euchariſt is not common Bread and 
Drink, but a great Sacrament of our Lords Body and Blood, which is celebra- 
ted in remembrance of hu taking on him our nature , it being honored with 
the name of Body and Blood of Feſus Chrift according to the very form of our 
Lords own expreſſions. 1 at the ſame time grounded this Anſwer on Juſtin's 
yery words, and 'tis moreover eſtabliſhed on the proots which I had alread 
alledped touching the ſenſe of the Fathers, when they call che Euchariſt the 
Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, Yet has Mr. Arnaud been pleaſed to ſay, 
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Anſwer to the 


Perpetuity, 
P. 2. ch, 2. 


That my ſence is without proof and Authority, contrary to the Letter and Kx- Lib. 10. cay,5; 
perience, and conſequently not worth conſidering. And this is Mr. Arnaud's & 3+ 


way of ſolving matrers. 


H E does the fame in reference tothe anſwers I returned to the paſſages 
of Gelazus, Cyzique , and- Cyril of 'Ferufalem; tor whereas I have backs 
them with arguments drawn trom the patſages themſelyes, and that they 


have moreover their foundation on the proots I offer'd in the beginning of ' 


my Book. Mr. Arnaud recites of 'em'what he pleaſes, and ſeparates that 
which he relates of *em from their true Principle. Whoſoever ſhall take the 
pains to read 'only what I wrote touching rheſe two- paſſages in rhe ſecond 
Chapter of my- Anſwer to the ſecond Treatiſe, and the ſecond Part, and 
eſpecially touching, that ot Cyr4/ in the ſixth Chapter of the atorcſaid ſecond 
Parr, and compare it withall theſe Diſcourſes which Mr. Arnaud here-gives 
us, thar is to fay in the fifth Chapter of his tenth Book, I am certain, will 
not- like his proceedings, finding ſo much'paſſion and fo little folidity in his 
Diſcourles. * 


- 


The fourth RefietTion. 


Ld 
Mr. ARN AT Ds paſſion does yet more diſcover it ſelf in his fixth 
Chapter. Wherein he makes a very bad uſe of his Maxim. He would 
extend” it ſo far as to hinder us from - ſuppoſing there is no expreſs de- 
claration of the DoCtrines of Tranſubſtantiarion and the Real Preſence in the 


Scripture, and that they are nor diſtinftly aſſerted therein. He ſays every Bookro. ch.5« 
body knows that the firſt notion of the Evangeliſts words concerning the inſti- 153% ©: 


tution of the Buchariſt is moſt favourable ta the Catholicks, that the evidence 
of it ever appeared ſo conſiderable to Luther, that nagwithſtanding his great 
defire'to vex the' Pope, he could never refiſt' the perſpiceity of them. That 
Zuinglius could not immediately find the ſolution of theſe words of our Savi- 
our, and needed to be inſtruited im them by the revelation which a Spirit made 


Pag- 38, 3% 


to him of them, of whom he himſelf writes, that he knew not whether he: was .* 


a black or a white one, which has, ſays he, #4 the lineaments of a diabolical 
Revelation , whatſoever paſſages out of Cicero and Cartullus are aledged to 
Juſtifie this expreſſion. He adds,. That theſe words , This is my Body, do Far 
more naturally fignifie that the Euchariſt u effettually the Body of Jeſus C ws 

Ppp than 


% 
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than that 'tis the figure of it ; and this the conſent of all Nations, who have 
taken them in this ſenſe, ſhews us ina convincivg manner, He adds to this the 
ſixth Chapter of S. John, wherein, there's mention of cating the Fleſh and 
drinking the Blood, and what S. Pau! fays in the 11th, Chapter of the 
Epiſtle to the Corinthians, that thoſe that cat and drink thereof 
unworthily are guilty of our Lords Body and Blood. Whence he con- 
cludes, That if it be lawful to make ſuppofitions without any proof the right 
thereof belongs to the Catholicks, that it appertains to them to ſay their Dy- 
rine is clearly apparent in the Scripture , in the fixth Chapter of S. John's 
Goſpel, in the three Evangeliſts, and in S. Paul's Epiſtles. But that equity and 
reaſon oblige the Calviniſts tobe very ſcrupulous and modeſt on this point, 


SEEING Mr. Arnaud is fo kind to people as to preſcribe 'em after 
what manner they ſhall preſent themſelves betore him , without doubr he 
expedts they will henceforward obey him in this particular.. Yet muſt I cell 
him, I havercaſon to ſuppoſe withour any other proof , that there is not 
in the Holy Scripture any forma! declaration touching the Doftrines of 
Tranſubſtantiation, and the Real Preſence ; nor are they ditinfly aſſerted 
in them. Every body knows in what terms formal! declarations muſt be 
conceived, and in what manner DoCtrines muſt be clearly and diſtin&ly 
expreſt. If Mr. Arnaud has diſcovered in the Scripture any particular 
matter in relation to this ſubje(t, let him communicate it rous. Bur if he 
knows no-more than we have ſecn hitherto, we ſhall ſtill have reaſon to 
fay that the DoFtrines in queſtion are not formally declared in them. 


I T cannot be denied but theſe words, 7 his u my Body are capable of the 
ſenſe whichwe give them. Whether it be the true one or no 1 will not here dif- 
pute ; 'tis ſufficient the words will bear it, ro conclude they are not a formal 
diſtin& declaration of Tranſubſtantiation nor the Real Preſence,ſeeing what 
we call aformal declaration cannot be capable of a ſenſe contrary to that 
which we pretend it formally eſtabliſhes. "Tis rono purpoſe for Mr. Arnaud 
to ſay that Zzther found them evident ; for beſides that he found nocvi- 
dence in them for Tranſubſtantiation, bur only for the Real Preſence, with 
which he was much prepoſſeſſed. One may oppoſe againſt her's preju- 

Cejetas, in ;. ice, the judgment which Cardinal Cajetan made of them who has found no 
Theme qu75 evidence pH them , —_— a the one nor th'other of theſe DoCtrines, = 
- 3: 246487" only by aFiling to 'em the declaration of, the Church. Neither I ſuppoſe is 
>= __ Mr. Arvaxd ro that the moſt able Divines of his own Cammnatia as 
1588, well ancient as moderf do freely acknowledg that 'Tranſubſtantiation can- 
not be inferred thence, and that there is nothing which obliges 'em to be- 

lieve it but the Churches determination. 


AS 'tothe words of the 6th. Chapter of S. Fohx , ſo far arc they from 
being formal declarations touching Tranſubſtantiation and the Real Preſence, 
that a gteat many'of the DoCtors'in the Roman Church haye not ſtuck to 
affirm that theſe words do notat all relate tothe Sacrament of the Fucha- 

Bellern, de rift. Bedarniin reckons up ſix beſides othets, namely, Biel, Cuſanw,'Caje- 
_—_ 3 tan, Tapper, Heſſelius, and Fanſemius, but Mr. Aubertin has computed 'em 
Sec. Exch, 1. x. to be about thirty three, which is in-my mind ſufficient ro make Mr. 4r- 
6. 30, »aud comprehend , thart-this Chapter is not'ſo formal , nor evident 'for 
theſe Dodtrines as he imagines. I ſhall nor-here rake notice of what he 
alledges concerning thoſe words of S. Paul, That ſuchasear of this Bread 
and drink of this Cup unworthily, areguilty of our Lords Body and or” 


— — _— — — 


Cue XI. Mr. Armand Sans in his 10th. Book. wr 12 


It he takes theſe words for an evident declaration, it is yet more evident , 


that he is miſtaken. To be guilty of our Lords Body and Blood ſignifies ac- 
cording to the Fathers to be a murderer of our Saviour , to be of conſent 
with the Jews, that crucifi'd him. This is nor very formal for Tranſubſtan- 
tiation. 


WHAT he ſays touching Zuinglivs is not ar all to the purpoſe, Zuin- 


glius was not ignorant of the tenſe of our Saviours words, but he was igno.- 
rant of the examples of like phraſes which are in Scripture. Mr. Arnaud 
mentions this only that he might bring in again this black or white Spirit, 
of which we have alrcady diſcourſed, not only from paſlages out of Cicero 
and Catullys, bur alſo out of Apulens, and S. Jerom himlelt ; fo that this 
muſt be lookt upon as impertinent and tireſome. Mr. Arnaud's paſlion here- 
in appears in that Zxirg/ius having only ſaid that ſome body appear'd to 
himin a dream to advertiſe him, wſus eff monitor adeſſe, he will needs have 
this monitor to be a Spirit. Neither is there leſs ignorance in raiſing from a 
proverbial way of ſpeaking in the Latin tongue, ater fuerit an albus nihil 
memini, Which ſignifies that we know not a man , we never ſaw his face, 
rhis propoſition, That he knew not whether twas a white Spirit gr a black one, 
Cannot Mr. Arnaud better ſpend his time than in hunting aw be tritles 2 


BUT ſays he, The firſt idea f our Saviours words naidiny, the Euchariſt 
i very favourable to the Catholicks. It is favoutable by an effect of preju- 
dice, I grant. Burt let a man take oft this vail from his mind , and repre- 
fent to himſelf our Saviour in his natural Body on one fide, and the Eucha- 
riſtical Bread on the other, two viſible objects really diſtinEt and locally ſe- 
parate from one another, and judg in this caſe wither the firſt idea of 
theſe words rather refers ro a Tranſubſtanriation of one of theſe objects 
into the other, or toa Sacramental ſenſe. The firſt idea from words does 
not always arife from rhe literal ſignification of rthenf , bur from the mar- 


rer in queſtion, and circumſtances of a diſcourſe. And this is that which ' 


forms the firſt idea, as may be juſtified by infihite inſtances, ſhould Mr. Ar- 
vaud queſtion it. Now 'tis certain that in reſpect ot our Saviours words 
all theſe things dojoyntly concur to give them naturally a myſtical or figu- 
rative ſenſe. 


ALL Nations, ſays he, have taken them in this ſenſe. All Nations, that 
is toſay, the Latins " Gregory VII. and Zrnocent II. and yer not all of 
them neither. This is a ſuppoſition which Mr, Arzaud will have right to 
make when he can better prove ir. But ſuppoſing it were true as he would 
make the world believe, that ſince a thouſand years all Nations took them 
in this ſenſe, it will not hence follow rhat this was the firſt idea of theſe 
words, nor that the Roman Church has right to ſuppoſe withour any other. 
proot,that her Doctrine is clearly x mborgts,, in the Scripture.For it is poflible 
forall Nations to fall into an error touching the ſenſe of certain words , be 
engaged in it through ſurprizal, and afterwards remain therein by prejudice 
and intereſt. And inthis caſe every man ſees that this pretended clearnels 
which Mr. Arnaud boaſts of cannot be juſtly ſuppoſed. 


IN fine, ſuppoſing 'twere true the firſt idea of theſe words was very fa. 


yourable to the Church of Rome, and that all Nations ſince a chouſand 


years followed this firſt idea, Mr. Arnaud could not hinder me from ſaying 


there is notinthe Scripture any formal declaration touching Tranſubſtantia- 
P p Pp 2 ri0n 
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tion and the Real Preſence, And this he well knew himiclt, But that he 

might take his full caricr , he imagin'd 'twas his beſt way in reciting the 

pailage of my Anſwer, on which he grounds his invective to eclipſe the(c 
expretiions trom it, by ſome formal declaration of his word, becauſe 'twould 

appear that my ſenſe in 'em is that the DoCtrines of the converſion and ſub- 

ſtantial Preſenceare not taught in expreſs terms in the Holy Scripture, nor 
Anſwer tothe are to be drawn thence by neceſſary conſequences, which is moſt true. Why 
nn Sen will believe, ſaid I, if they be of God, that he would leave them as a prey to 
pituity, part x, the contradiflions of reaſou and ſenſe , which he himſelf has armed again(; 
ch, 3. them, without ſtrengthening them with his proteflion by ſome formal declar,. 
tion of his word. Who will believe that the Divine Wiſdom, &c. And here 
obſerve how Mr. Arnaud cites them , Who will believe that if they be if 

God, he would leave them as a prey to the contradiftions of reaſon and ſenſe, 

which he himjelf has armed againſt them , withcut ſlrengthening them with 

his protettion > Who will believe that rhe Divine Wiſdom, &c, Mr. Arnaud 

has not only the right of ſuppoſing without proot what he pleaſes, but 

that of maiming ſuch paſſages as ſeems good to him, to alledg that which 

precedes, and that which follows, and ſuppreſs berwixt both, whole clauſcs, 

becauſe they take from him all pretence ot declaiming. *Tis by virtue of 

the ſame rig that he thought he mighr lay aſide that which I added to- 

wards the eng of this paſſage. Say what you will of it, F cannot believe Lut 

this fulence diſquitts you, eſpecially if you conſider that there is in the New 

Teſtament four different occaſions wherein according to all appearances Tran- 
ſubſtantiation and the Real Preſence were to be found DISTINCTLY AS- 
SERTED. This diftinly aſſerted not well reliſhing with Mr. Arnaud, he 

has ended his citation ig,theſe words, Say what you will of it, 1 cannit be- 

lieve but this ſilence. ſateiently perplexes you. This privilege of curtailing 

and ſuppreſſing is-infupportable in another. Bur what ought we not to 

yield to Mr, Arnaud, adally conſidering how well he has copied out from 

Allatius and Raynaldus, and proved that the Greeks believe Tranſubſtan- 

tiation ? Had he not maim'd and ſuppreſſed that which perplexed him in my 

Book, I never ſhould have had the pleaſure of ſecing my ſelf brought into 

his Chapter by an excellent figure of Rhetorick , ſpeaking in this manner. 

Lib. 10. cap. 6. All Chriſtians in the world are perſuaded that Tranſubſtantiation is contained 
Page 43. in the words of the Evangeliſts, and thoſe of $. Paul. But I Claud declare 
'tis not contained in them, and confirm my aſſertion by my own authority. This 

deſerves the name of eloquence and ingenuity. 


The fifth Reflefion. 


Mr. ARN AD is got content to gather for himſelf alone the fruits 
of his victories, he is willing to bring in the Sotiniens for a ſhare within, 
and his conceptions on this ſubject are remarkable. I brought ſome proots 
drawn from Scripture touching the Trinity to ſhew in what manner this 
myſtery is aſſerted in the =o of God. Theſe, ſays he, are only ſup vt 

Ch 6.p-44445- 0#5 without proof, This is certainly abſurd enough to call proofs, and ſuch 
proofs too as are drawn from Scripture ſuppoſitions without proof. 7 hey 
would be, ſays he again, very rational in the mouth of a Catholick, becauſe be 
accompanies theſe proofs, with the publick ſenſe of the whole C hurch and all 
Tradition; but theſe ſame proofs are extremely weak in the mouth of a Calvui- 
wiſt, without authority and poſſeſſion, and who renounces Tradition and the 
Churches Authority, This propoſition ſurprizes me. The proofs of Scri- 


pturerouching the myſtery of the Trinity will be of no validity, but _—_ 
| proofs 
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rools in their own nature withour the benctit ot Tradition , and all their 
evidence and ſtrength muſt depend on the publick ſenſe of the Church ; 
Hoc maguo mercentur Atridg. The Arians and Soctuiens are much obliged to 
Mr. Arnaud. Butthis was not S. Auſ/ins ſentiment, when diſputing againſt 
Maximus an Arian Biihop, he cold him, 7 waſt not alledg to you the Comncil Ang. lib. 3. 
of Nice, nor you to m2 that of Ariminis. For as { amnot obitged to acquieſce es 8 
in the authority of this laſt, ſo. neither are you bound to he guided by the au- ha 
thority of the firſl, But proceed we on the authority of Elly Scripture which 
is a common witneſs for us both, oppoſe we Cauſg to Cauſe, and Reaſau to Rea- 
ſon. Should Mr. Arhaud's Principle take place, S. Auſtin would have been 
guilty of a great imprudence thus to lay aſide the publick ſeufe and Tradi- 
tion, and wholly bctake himlſelt ro the Holy Scripture , feceing the proots 
taken thence concerning the Trinity, are weak, yea cyen injinitely weak, e- 
parated from Tradition and the Churches Authority. What anfwer will 
Mr. Arnaud make a Socinien when he ſhall fay we muſt nor value this pub- 
lick ſenſe, and Tradition, which is tn it ſelf grounded on weak proots. For 
after all, why has the publick intelligence rakcn the paſtages of Scripture in 
this ſenle, it the proots of this ſenſe arc fa ſlight in themſelves, "Tis nei- 
ther raſhly nor cnchufiaſtically, nor without jult grounds that Tradition is 
to be found on this fide, But what are the rcatons of it, it the proats 
drawn from Holy Scripture, to ground this ſenſc on, arc in themſelves ex- 
treme weak ? Mr. Arnaud does not conſider that he not only gives the So- 
cinicns an unjuſt advantage , bur likewiſe .ruines himſelt his own Princi. 
ple, as faſt as he thinks he eſtabliſhes ir. 


H E ſays, that 1 ſuppoſe my paſſages concerning the Trinity are aunanſwer- 
able. When a Socinien ſhall reply thercurito, we ſhall have enough to ſhew 
that his anſwers are vain, and yer I ſhall have right to ſuppoſe the foldiry of 
my proots till thele pretended replies come. He adds, 7hat 7 ſuppoſe the 
Socingens object not any contrary paſſage. Which is what I do not fuppole, 
bur I ſuppole they cannot object any, that can prevail over thoſe I oficr'd. 
[ have reaſon to ſuppole it withaur being obliged to diſculs either their an- 
{wers or objections. It Mr. Arzaud's obſervations muſt be a rule, why has 
he contrary thercunto wrote this xoth. Book, which is only grounded on a 
ſuppoſition. He tuppoſes the conſent of all Chriſtian Churches in the Do- 
Arines of Trani{ubſtantiation and the Real Preſence, imagining he has well 

royed thcm. But nced only mind him of his own remarks, and tell him 
he ſuppoles. 1. That his proots arc unanfwerable. 2. That we willnor 
offer contrary ones againſt them, and conſequently his ſuppoſition is faulry. 
It he anſwers it belongs to me to make my replies, and produce my obye- 
Ctions, and that till then his ſuppoſition holds good, let him take the fame 
anſwer from me on the ſubject herc in queſtion, 

HE fays in fine, That I ſuppoſe reaſon remains neuter , contenting it ſelf 
without teaching the Trinity, 'and approving on the contrary certain truths 
which have a natural cobeherence with that particular one, that 1 ſuppreſs this 
infinite crowd of difficulties, wherewith reaſon furniſhes thoſe againſt this Ar- 
ticle, who take this dangerous way whereby to judg of the myſteries of Faith. 
A man that ſo confidently blames ſuppoſitions ought not to make ſuch a ter- 
rible one as this is, without grounding it at lcaſt on ſome proofs, 7 hat rea- 
ſow furniſhes us with an infinite crowd of difficulties againſt the Article of the 
Trinity. 'The objcCtions made againſt this myſtery proceed either from the 
weakneſs or corruption of reaſon , rather than from reaſon it felt; and I 

con- 
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contels there arc,of this kind, not a crowd of difficulties as Mr. Arzaud cx- 
aggerates it, but ſome; that may perplex a mans mind. So likewiſe did 1 
never ſuppoſe this Article was wholly cxemprt from em ; I have on the con- 
trary formally acknowledged them. But to fay no more, there needs on- 
ly be read what I wrote on this ſubje& ro find, that Mr. Arnaud could not 
worſe diſengage himſelf from this part of my anſwer, having left it untouchr 
in its full ſtrength. Eſpecially let any one read the places wherein I eſtabliſh 
by Scripture the Divinity of the three perſons, and eſpecially that of our 
Lord and Saviour, and judg whether 'tis wiſely ſaid , 7 hat 7 ruin the Sci. 
niens without redemption, but *tis by ſuch a way , as will rather make them 
laugh, than change their minds. Thus diſcourſe 1s not very edifying , and is 
pg capable of a ſenſe which will not be to Mr. Arnaud's advantage. 
ut tis better to paſs on to his ſixth Conſequence. 


The fixth Conſequence. 


THAT the conſent of all the Chriſtian Churches in the Doftrine of the 
Real Preſence and T ranſubſtantiation, helps us todiſtinguiſh the neceſſary con- 
ſequences of theſe Dottrines from thoſe which are. not ſo, and by this means 
ſhews the falſity of ſeveral of the Miniſters Arguments. 


The firſt Reflefion. 


WE grant there is a difference between the neceſſary corifequences of a 
DoCtrine and that which we call the conſequences of congruity , which are 
not of abſolute neceſſity. But to make a good uſe of this diſtinCtion, ir 
muſt be attended by theſe following obſervations. x. That the arguments 
drawn from-the conſequences of congruity , have more or leſs force, ae 
cording as the conſequences themſelves have more or leſs natural coherence 
with the DoCtrine in queſtion. 2. That when a conſequence ſeems to be 
natural, and is confirmed moreover by experience, it is not enough tor the 
retuting the Argument drawn thence barely to ſay that 'tis only a conlſe- 
quence of congruity, which has not an abſolute neceflity, We muſt cither 
oppoſe againſt it contrary proots that are ſtronger, and which cannot be con- 
tuted by theſe ſort of Arguments taken from conſequences , how natural 
{oever they may appear to be, or oppoſe againſt them a contrary experience, 
or give a reaſon why theſe conſequences cannot take place , and by this 
means diſcover the obſtacles which have impeded them. 3. "That the Ar- 
gument becomes very ſtrong when 'tis drawn from a great number of theſe 
CI it being very unlikely bur nature has produced her effe& in 
reſpect of ſome of 'em. 4. That when the natural conſequences of a Do- 
Ctrine do not appear at certain times, or in certain places, there muſt therc- 
in at leaſt appear other equivalent ones which are inſtead of thoſe, it being 
ſcarcely poſſible for nature to remain abſolutely withour effe&t. 


T O apply now theſe obſervations to the Miniſters way of arguing, 1 
[ 7 that *ris a natural conſequence of the DoEtrine of Tranſubſtantiation 
to find contraditions in mens minds , and produce Diſputes and Contro- 
verſies amongſt them, experience confirms it ſince the 11th. Century to 
this preſent. We may then draw a great proof that the ancient Church 
held nor this Do&trine , in that ſhe remained in peace es this ſub- 
ject, till Paſchaftus's time, altho there were otherwiſe, Controverſies rouch- 


ing almoſt all the Articles of the Creed. *Tis not ſufficient for the _—_ 
| 0 
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of this Argument to anſwer as Mr. Arnaud does, that this is only a conſe- 

uence of congruity, and that 'tis natural enongh for people not to riſe u 
againſt this Doctrine when the cuſtom of Faith has ſuppled mens minds into > 4 
cility towards this myſtery. IT will antwer him that 'tis not at all nacural to 
ſuppoſe rhis dociliry in all mens minds tor eight hundred years together in 
relation to this rine of Tranſubſtanriation , that 'tis on the contrary 
yery natural not to ſuppoſe it to be in all , and tharrhat which hecalls the 
cuſtom ot Faith, does not uſually incline mens minds to this docility ill at- 
ter ſeveral contradiCtions and repugnancies, as appears by the example of all 
the Articles of the Chriſtian Religion which have this difficulry. He muſt 
theroffer againſt this Argument ſtrong and convincing proofs, by which ir 
may appear that the ancient Church held this Do&trine, or inſtance in ſome 
Dodtcines as difficult as Tranſubſtantiation, that were never controverted ; 
or in fine give a reaſon why this confequence which feems to be ſuch a naru- 
ral one, yet has had noplace during cight hundred years. 


' TIS alſo a conſequence natural enough of Tranſubſtantiation, that 'tis 
endeavoured to be eſtabliſhed by ſenſible Miracles ;. tor Miracles are one of 


of the chick inſtruments by which mens minds may bemollified rowards this 


docility of Faith which Mr. Arnaud mentions. Experience confirms this 
ſince /a/cha/145 his time to this preſent, We may then very well argue in rhis 
manner , and conclude that theſe Miracles appearing only fince the grh. 
Century, 'tis moſt probable that was the me wherein Tranſubſtantiation 
came inrothe world. And 'tis noc ſufficient for the conturing of this Argu- 
ment to lay chis is nota conſequence abſolutely neceſſary ; for altho this be 


true, yet that i5a conkoquence natural enough , being graunded on cxpe- 
rience. 


I T is morcover a conſequence natural enough of Tranſubſtanciation, 
and confirm'd by experience not ro expoſe the proper ſubſtance of Chriſt's 
Blood to the inconveniencies which attend the cuſtom of communicating of 
both kinds, and conſcquently, not xo admit people indifferencly to rhe par- 
ticipation of the Cup. As we find not this conſequence in the firſt Cen- 
curies, and it appearing inthe latter, wemay make hence a probable conje- 
ture concerning the change that has been introduced in reſpect of this Do- 
Arige. For 'tismor likely that during fo longa time men weremort troubled 
with theſe inconyantencies which arc fo-ordinary, and reſolved at lenpth to 
remedy them. Z7y Jay, hereupon, that they communicated of both kmds to 
imprint more deeply the Death of (Chriſt 4uthe minds of the Communicants by 
the repreſentation of the ſeparation of the' Bady and Blood , is as much as 
amounts to nothing ; for the reaſon of the anconvemiencies is far ftronger 
than this other contrary rcafon : as appears by the example of the Roman 
Church ſince the Council of Conſtance. 


6 1283 it 

A_M AN: may likewiſe ſt argue from the common praCtices of 
the Roman Church , by hk ie hee that ſhe 'adores the [arawone 
with an adoration of /atria, hereby to:declare rhat the Greek Church does 
not adore it, ſceing ſhe has none of theſe cuſtoms. For altho each of rheſe 
practices had only a link of ſimple congruity with the DoCtrine of the Ado- 
ration, yet 1$ itno ways likely but the Greek Church would prattiſe ſome 
of 'em, or at leaſt ochers equivalent to'em, that are as ſignificant to teſti- 
fie openly; xe atts of Adoration. This then is no farisfaftory anſwer, bur a 

mere evaſion to ſay that theſe are only conſequences of congruity. 
The 
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«7 he ſecond Refieftion. 


AS faſt as weeſtabliſh the ſolidiry of theſe Arguments drawn from con- 
ſequences, it willnot beamils ro obſerve Mr. Arnaud's illuſion, We make 


* ule of theſe proofs on the queſtion , Whether the ancient Church believed 
\ Tranſubſtantiation, to ſhew ſhe did nor belieye it ; or on the queſtion 


Chap. 8, 


which reſpects the Schiſmatical: Churches, | ro ſhew that they hold not 
Tranſubſtantiationneirther, nor adore the Sacrament. Mr. Arnaud has ſhun. 
ned to touch on theſe proofs whilſt he treated on theſe queſtions , he has 
reſerved himſelf to refure them by way of conſequence in his roth. Book, 
whercin he ſuppoſes the conſent of all Nations fince the 7th, Century to 
this preſent. Whereas we fay for inſtance, That the Greeks do not belieye 
Tranſubſtantiation, becauſe we find not among them the conſequences of 
this Do&rine. Mr. Arnaud perverts this order, and fays, That our Argu: 
ments drawn from theſe conſequences are invalid , becauſe the Greeks who 
believe Tranſubſtantiation according to the ſuppoſition which he makes of 
'em-admir not theſe conſequences. I confels this circuit is a very dexterous 
one , but by how much the greater arr there is in it, by fo much the more 
plainly does he diſcover the Frengeh of our Arguments, ſecing Mr. Arnaud 
1s forced to clude them in this manner. 


The ſeventh Conſequence. 


Mr. 4A RN AT D's ſeventh Conſequence is, That the Doftrine of the 
Real Preſence and Tranſubſtantiation does not of it ſelf lead a man to the (1 
courſing of Philoſophical Conſequences, nor upon explaining the difficulties of 
this Myſtery ; and therefore 'tis no marvel that the Fathers never took notice 


of *em. 
; Refleftion. 


W E have already refuted this oppoſition, and it only remains that we 
obſerve here again Mr. Arzaud's illufion, who to. anſwer the proot drawn 
from the Conſequences which ke calls Philoſophical ones, fuch as are the 
exiſtence of accidents without a ſubje&, the exiſtence of a- body in divers 
places-at once, the concomitance, &c. which were unknown to the ancient 
Church, as well as to the Schiſmarical Churches, ſuppoſes firſt that theſe 
Churches do firmly,believe 'Tranſubſtantiation , and concludes afterwards 
that our proof mult needs be invalid, ſecing here are the Greeks, Armeni- 
ans and Copticks, &c,. who make no mention of rheſe- difficulties. 50 
that by this means thereare no Arguments which Mr. Arnaud: cannot eafily 


anl{wer. 


W E have likewiſe refuted particularly what he offers rouching the ado- 
ration of the Euchariſt in his 9th, Chapter. And as. to what he alledges 
in the xoth. touching; the impoſſibility of the change which we maintain, 
we will treat thereot in this tollowing Book. | 
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BOOK VL 


Concerning the Change which has hapned in the Dorn of 
the Latin Church in reſpett of the Euchariſt. That this 
(hange was net impoſſible , and that it has. effettu- 


ally hapned. 


CHAR. 


The ſtate of the Queſtion touching the diſtin& knowledg of the Preſence, 
or Real Abſence. 


tin Church, I could not better begin it than by the queſtion, 

Whether men ever had a diſtin&t knowledg ot the Preſence or 
Real Abſence. This diſtin&t knowledg being one of the principal means 
which the Author of the Perpetuity has made uſe of to ſhew that the change 
which we ſuppole is impoſſible, it is neceſſary then to conſider it firſt. *Tis 
likewiſe for this reaſon that I reſerved the diſcuſſion of Mr. Arzaud's 6th. 
Book for this place ; for having treated of the Author of the Perpetuity's 
method, I believed 'twas neceſſary to diſcuſs without interruption whatſo- 
ever concerned the Greeks and other Eaſtern Chriſtians , ro examin at the 
ſame time the ſtate of the Latins in the 7th. and 8th. Centuries, and after- 
wards paſs on to the Conſequences which Mr. Arnaud draws from the pre- 
tended conſent of all Churches in the DoCtrines of Tranſubſtantiation. 
Which done, due order requiring us to proceed to the queſtion of the,change 
which hapned in the gth. 1oth. and 1 1th. Centuries; and this other Que- 
ſtion of the diſtin&t knowledo which Mr. Arzaud handles in his 6th. Book, 
being a dependance oi. that of the change, or to ſpeak berter, a preamble to 
it, I believed this wasthe mot fitting place to examin it. 


ESIGNING particularly to creat in this 6th. and laſt Book 
of the Change which has hapned (according tous) in the La- 


BUT before we enter into thismatter, it is neceſſary to ſtate the queſti- 
on clearly, and for this effect I ſhall propoſe ſome remarks which will. plain- 
ly diſcover wherein conſiſts the point > gn difference. Firſt, I grant Mr, 
Arnaud that the Author of the Perpetuity has not offer d his Argument 
drawn from the diſtin&t knowledg, but only in reſpect of the Real Preſence, 
and not in reference to Tranſubſtanriation. Burt Mr, Arnaud likewiſe muſt 

rant that this proof does not fully anſwer the deſign which the Author of 


the Perpetuity propoſed to himſelt at the entrance of his Treatiſe, 7o make perp, paith, 
us confeſs from the evidence of truth it ſelf , that the Belief of the Roman pag. 144 


Church touching the Myſtery of the Euchariſt is the ſame with that of all anti- 
quity, For the Roman Church does not ſimply ſtop at the Real Preſence, 


Qqq the 
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The Suppoſed diſtinit Belief of the Preſence, Book V1, 


Reſutation, 
Part. 2. Ch, 2, 


LM. 6. cap. 3+ 


ſhe believes likewile Tranſubſtantiation. Now in this reſpect that Author's 
proof concludes nothing. Yet ſeeing he himlelf has reſtrained his Argy- 
ment only to the Real Preſence, it will fivt be juſt ro give it a greater extent 
in this reſpcct. 


I'N thefecond placeit muſt be granted that the queſtion here concerns 
nor petfons that have.no knowledg of Chriſtianity , arid conſequently per- 
haps hevct heard of the Euchariſt nor Body of Jeſus Chriſt. The point in 
hand concerns perſons that made open profeſſion to be Chriſtians, who Com- 
minicared; and knew that dur Saviour Chriſt isiin Heaven, fo that they had 
ſome kind of notion as well of the Enchariſt as of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. 
So far Mr. Arnaud and I agree well cnough. 


BUT ourdifterence begins from the complaint I make againſt the Au: 
thor of the Perpetuity, in that he would eſtabliſh the ſtare ot rhis queſtion 
in an illuſory manner. Jt concerns us, ſays he, to know whether the faithful 
could remain for the ſpace of a thouſand years in the Church without forming 
a diſtinit and determinate notion , whether what they ſaw was or was not the 
true Body of Jeſus Chrift. Mr. Arnaud maintains this ſtate of the queſtion, 
and I athrm 'tis wholly captiqus, and that the queſtion does not ar all con 
ccrn this matter. Which we ſhall illuſtrate by a third remark. I ſay then 
the queſtion is properly ro know whether during a thouſand years the peo 
ple that were in the Church ever formed a Aiſtintt and determinate notion, 
whether what they ſaw was or was nor the Body of Jeſus Chriſt in pro 
pcr ſubſtance, without ever ceaſing during all this rime ro have this ſame no- 
tion thus diſtirict and determinate. The Author of the Perpetuity and Mr, 
Arnaud are obliged to prove the affirmarive , becauſe in their reſpect 'tis a 
neceſſarypropolition which they offer in form of a Principle, wirhour which 
their Argument touching the impoſſibility of the change concludes nothing, 
I muſt defend rhe negative, bur this negarive conſiſts not in affirming that 
during a thouſand years the faithful could remain without forming this di- 
{tin& and determinarenotion here in queſtion, it conſiſts in affirming only 
that during a certain time comprehended wirhin the extent of theſe thou- 
ſand years the people have not formed rhis diſtin notion. Theſe Gentle- 
mens affirmarion mult be general for the thoufand years, and if there be 
wanting bur one, or leſs than one Age, their ſuppoſition will be ineffetual, 
lceing .tis only by this they can prove that the change we diſpute abour 
was impoſſible during theſe thouſand years. But as ro my own part, tis 
{ufficiencl affirm their ſuppoſition to be falfe during a certain time wherein 
the change will be made. It will do thefe Gentlemen no harm, perhaps, who 
ſcoff at that Philoſophy which they call School-boys Exerciſe, ro conſult it 
ſometimes ; for it will teach them to diſtinguiſh between a contrary oppoli- 
tion, afda contradiftory one. Two contrary propoſitions may be both of 
'em falſe, and are never very proper to form a juſt ſtare of aqueſtion between 
rational perſons who diſpute ro find a Verity, and not to diſcover two tal- 
ſities. For example thefe rwo propoſitions, Mex are lyars. Men are always 
lyars, are oppoſite by an oppoſition called cofitrary. They are both falſe 
arid cannot form a juſt queſtion: - To form it there muſt be made this con- 
cradictory oppoſition. Men are not always lyars, men are ſometimes Hyars 3 
or, ea are always lyars, men are not always lyars, they are ſometimes rue 
That man will juſtly render himſelf ridiculous, who having offcr'd this 
propoſition , That during a thouſand years men always ſpake the truth; 


and attempting to maintain it, ſhall afterwards give an exchange , and _ 
Tine 


Ciav.l. lor Real Abſence, ill gromded arid unjuſtifiable. 12.1 


the queſtion is, Whether men could remain a thouſand years without ſpeaking 
any rruth. * He may be well told this is impertinently ſtated , and that this 
is not the point in hand, but only ro know whether they always ſaid the 
truth during a thouſand years withour ceaſing ever to ſpeak. it; or whether 
they have been ſometimes. lyars. This inſtance alone exaRtly diſcovers the 
Author of the Perpetuity's illuſion, who having offer'd this propoſition, 
That the faithful ever had a diſtind knowledg whether the Euchariſt was or 
was not the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, that is to ſay, the proper ſubſtance of the 
Body of Jeſus Chriſt ; tor 'ris thus he underttands it , has afterwards pro- 

kd the ſtate of rhe queſtion in theſe terms, 7 concerns us to know whether 
the faithful could remain a thouſand years in the Church without forming a 
diſtintt and determinate notion ', whether that which they ſaw was or was not 
the true Body 'of Jeſus Chriſt. We have juſt cauſe to tell him that this is 
not the point, but whether they always were in a condition to form this 
diſtinct notion, or whether ſometimes they were nor. 


Mr. ARN AT D endeavours in vain to excuſe the Authot of the Per- 
petuity, thar hegnly eſtabliſhed this ſtare of the queſtion on the very terms 
of my anſwer. For ſuppoſing ir were true that the terms of my Anſwer 
furniſhed him with- an occaſion or pretence for this , yer muſt he not thus 
eſtabliſh ic ro the prejudice of the "—_ intereſts which require a man to 
proceed right on in a Diſpute, ro find the truth, and not. to amuſe ones ſelf 
in deceirtul and fruitleſs conteſts, and prove things which will ſignifie no- 
thing. Now this is what the Author of the Perpetuity has done, and Mr, 
Arnaud likewiſe by means of this falſe ſtare of the queſtion, as will appear 
it we conſider that when they have proved moſt ſtrongly and ſolidly, and in 
the moſt convincing manner imaginable , That the faithful could not remain a 
thouſand years in the Church without forming a diſtint and determinate notion, 
whether that which they ſaw was , or was not the true Body of Jeſus Chriſt, 
which is a propoſition contradiCtorily oppoſite ro that which they expreſs in 
their ſtate of the queſtion, they will do nothing in order to the clearing up 
of our difference. We diſpute whether the change which the Proteſtants ſup- 
pole be poſſible or not. Now to prove that 'tis impoſſible by che Argument 
of the diſtin&t knowledge, ir fignifies nothing to ſhew thae the faithful could 
not remain a thouſand years in the Church without forming this diſtinCt no. 
tion now in queſtion. For they might remain only a hundred years 1n it, 
fifty years, thirty years, withour forming it; this is ſufficient to invalidate 
their proof, and give way to the change which we pretend. To ſhew it is 
impoſſible that a man has entred into a houſe, it is not enough to prove that 
the door of this houſe could not remain open for ten ycars together ; it muſt 
be ſhew'd that it was always kept ſhur. For jf it has been left open only 
one day, the proof concludes nothing. Ir is then evident that thefe Gen- 
tlemen bear the air, and that whatſoever they built on their ſtate of the 

ueſtion, is only an amuſement to deceive filly people. Whence it follows 
chat perſons of ſenſe may juſtly complain of them, in that they have made 
my words, be they what they will , a pretence whereby ro entertain the 
world with fruitleſs diſcourſes, 


B UT moreover 'tis certain that the Author of the Perpetuity has per- 
verred my words and ſenſe. *Tis true that in the fifth Obſervation of my 
firſt Anſwer I eſtabliſhed this general Principle, That e#ror and truth have 
equally two degrees, the one of a confuſed knowledge, and tHother of a diſtinit 
one, and that 'tis hard to diſcover any difference | a them, whilſt they are 
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in this firſt degree of confuſed knowledg, unleſs a man comes to the other , tes. 
med a diſtinit knowledg : that the ideas are ſo like onaanother that a man cay. 
not eafily diſcern them; Ir is true that from this Principle 1 generally con- 
cluded, 7hat before an Error becomes famous by its being oppoſed, the greatef 
part of the Church content themſelves with holding the truth in this ingiſtind 
degree I now mention'd, and ſoit is eafie for a new Error to inſmuate and ſet- 
tle it ſelf in mens minds under the title of an illuſtration of the ancient truth 
It is moreover true that in applying this Principle I added theſe terms, 7; 
apply this to the matter which we treat of, I ſay that before Tranſubſtantiation 
came into the world, every one believed our Saviour to be preſent in the $4. 
crament, and that his Body and Blood are really therein received by the faithful 
Communicant, and that the Bread and Wine, are the ſigns and memorials of 
his Death and Paſſion on the Croſs; this was the Faith of the whole Earth, 
but I fhall not be miſtaken when I ſay, there were few that extended their 
thoughts ſo far as to obſerve exattly the difference of the two Opinions, which 
do at this day ſeparate the Reformiſts, and Romaniſts, there were alſo ſome 
who knew the truth only in general. When then error came in thereupon, and 

' building ill on a foundation, declared we muſt underſtand our Saviour is pre. 
ſent in the Euchariſt ſiubſtantially and lbcally , that his Body and Blod are 
received in it by the mouth of our bodies, and that the fign of his Body is 
his Body it ſelf , this was without doubt in effett an extraordinary novelty, 
and of which there was never heard any mention; but yet I do not find it 
ſtrange that ſeveral people were deceived by it, and took this not for a novelty, 
but as an illuſtration of the common Faith. So far extends my fifth Ob- 
ſeryartion. 


BUT heought not to ſtop here to raiſe a ſtate of a queſtion , he ought 
to ſee likewiſe what I add immediately after in the ſixth Obſervation. Had 
the Author of the Perpetuity and Mr. Arnaud conſulted it, they would 
have acknowledged that I gave therein a formalexplication , and as it were 
a limitation to this general Principle which I laid down, that this does nor 

; wholly take place incnlightned Apes wherein there are eminent Paſtors for 
knowledg that take care to inſtruct clearly their Flocks in the truths of Faith. 
For then their good inſtructions hinder the growth of Error , and render 
people capable of knowing and rezeCting it. Bur it is wholly applicable to 
the Ages of darkneſs wherein Ignorance and Superſtition have corrupted 
the Church. Which I expreſs in theſe words , Which wil without doubt 
better appear if for a ſixth remark we caſt our eyes a little on the time where- 
in this change has moſt advanced it ſelf. It was not in Hilaries nor Athana- 
ſius's times, nor in that of Ambroſe and S. Auſtin , but in the 10th. and 
I 1th. Centuries, that is to ſay in the moſt dark Ages, &c. *Tis no marvel 
then that Error made ſuch conqueſts in thoſe times, rather will it be a greater 
wonder if ſhe did not. And this diſtinction (methinks) does ſufficiently 
limir my Principle. To eſtabliſh ſincerely the ſtate of our queſtion thels 
two remarks muſt not be ſeparated , but joyn'd together to draw from 
them my whole ſenſe, for the ſtate of the queſtion in my reſpe&t depends 
on my entire ſenſe. Now my whole ſenſe does not conſiſt only in a gene- 
ral Principle which I lay down, nor in the general application I make of it, 
bur in the exception and limitation I give them, But neither has Mr. Ar- 
aud northe Author of the Perpetazty dealt thus, choofing rather to Tun at- 
ter their own chimerical notions than to follow the truth. 
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MOREOVER, Mx. 4rna«d ſhews he has bur little to ſay , when he 
ſcts himſelf on reproaching me, that I ſuppreſſed ſome words of my fifth 
Obſervation ; 'cis nor likely . I would on purpoſe ſuppreſs words.contained 
in my Book, which might be cafily found in turning over ſome leafs. If 
| Ted over 'em 'twas becauſe they made no more to the ſubject than thoſe 
which I redte, which contain the whole ſubſtance of my diſcourſe, and 
which are no leſs ſignificant chan the others. Bur I know not whether he can 
ſo well juſtifie che Author ,of rhe Perpetuity in his making meſay, That the 


Church remained in this ignorance till Berenger's tame, altho there's no ſuch 246; 6. cap. 3; 
thing in my Book. Mr. Arnaxd's anſwer is, that the Author of the Perpe- #577: 


tuity repreſents my ſenſe, and nor my words; and becauſethat this propo- 
ſition'which this Author imputes to me is {ct down in Italick letters, which 
are thoſe whichare uſed&for Quotations in proper terms. Mr, Arnaud fays 
that *cis the Printers fault who ought ro Print chem in a Roman letter. 1 
will believe it becauſe he ſays fo, but yer my ſenſe ought to be faithtully re- 
lated, and for this effe& plain dealing requires it to be drawn from my ex- 
preſs declarations, contained in ſeveral pallages ot my firſt and ſecond An- 
{wer, rather than from a diſcourſe that is maim'd and which cannot repre: 
ſent in this condition but halt of that which I would ſay; Whatſoever 
pains the Author of the Perpetuity and Mr, Arnaud have taken to diſguiſe 
my ſenſe, Facher Maimbourg the Jeſuire, who wrote ſince Mr. Arnaud, in. 


genuouſly perceived and related it as it is in truth. Mr. Claude, fays he, af- 4 peaceable 


fjerts there was A CERTAIN TIME wherein through the neglett of the Pa- 


tors, Chriſtians bad no more than a confuſed knowledg of this myſtery, without = ch. 9: 
pofutivuely believing or rejefting either the Real Preſence , or abſence, becauſe page 108. 


they ſtudied wot the point. This isin efte&t my meaning, and not that which 
the Author of the Perpeuzty imputes to me, thac the Faithful could remain 
a thouſand years in the Church without forming a diſtinct notion, whether 
what they ſaw was or was not the truce Body of Jeſus Chriſt. 


TH E firſt of theſe three Remarks I now made, conſiders the point in 
reſpe&t of the Do&trine now in queſtion, and determines it to the Real Pre- 
ſence alone, excluding Tranſubſtantiation. The ſecond conſiders it in reſpe&t 
of the perſons, and determines it to the Chriſtians only , excluding thoſe 
that have no knowledg of our Myſteries ; and the third conſiders it in re- 
ſpect of the time, _, determines it to the Ages of Ignorance and Dark- 
neſs : that is to ſay, tothoſe wherein, according to us, the change was in- 
troduced, which'are the gth. and xoth. and part of the x 1th. For altho, 
according to the exadt rigour of the Diſpute the Author of the Perpetuity 
be obliged to prove his Theſis from the time of the Apoſtles to that of | Be- 
renger z yet there being only to ſpeak properly theſe three Ages in queſtion 
in this Diſpute, we ſhall neither complain of him,nor Mr, 4rzaud when they 
ſhall reſtrain their Argument to theſe. 


I T remains only now to know in what diſpoſitions of mind we muſt 
{uppoſe the Chriſtians were ; when we imagin the Dodtrine of the Real 
Preſence was declared to'em ; for on this depends the queſtion , Whether 
the change which we pretend was poſlible or impoſlible ? 


BUT before we enter upon this enquiry, 'tis neceſſary to make two far- 
ther Obſervations. The firſt is, that the queſtion is not whether the Chri- 
ſtians of chat time bad knowledg enough to diſcover in ſome ſort, when the 
Doctrine 
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Do&trine of rhe Real Preſence was propoſed to them, thar it agreed not 
with the Principles of nature ; but whether in ſuppoſing they believed net 
_ this Dodtrine, they had knowledg enough to diſcover 'twas an innoyation, 
contrary to the Churches Faithand to reject ir under this conſideration, For 
for to conclude that people would have actually oppoſed the Real Preſence 
had they not before believed it, it is not enough to ſhew, that it would haye 
oppoſed thejr ſenſes and notices of reaſon. I confeſs that if mendid always 
what they ought to do, this alone were ſufficient to put them upon reje. 
Cting this Real Preſence, as we have clſewhere proved it. But people ace 
liable to be deceived , and feceive notwithſtanding the contradiCtions of 
ſenſe and common reaſon, that which they are perfuaded is a myſtery of 
Faith, and generally as ſoon as ever they begin to conſider it as 2 myſtery, 
they hearken no longer to ſenſe nor reaſon. We ſhould then proceeg, 1nd 
ſhew that they were in a diſpoſition to reject this Doctrin as a novelcy, 
which the Church never held,and which conſequently. was not a true myſte: 
ry of Faith. 


THE other obſervation which we muſt make, is, that we ought to di. 
' ſtinguiſh the helief of the Real Abſence in the ſenſe in queſtion , from the 
beliet of the corporcal Abſence. To believe the corporeal abſence , is to 
form to a man's ſelf the idea of rhe ordinary and natural preſence of a hu. 
mane body, ſuch as is that of our Saviour's, and to-reject it as falſe and ex- 
travagant, But to believe the Real Abſence in the terms of our Diſpute, is 
to conceive the idea of an inviſible Preſence, ſuch as the Roman Church con- 
ceives and rejects asan error. A man may reject the ſubſtantial Preſenceof 
the Body of Jeſus Chriſt in the Euchariſt under the notion of the ordinary 
exiſtence of a body in a place, and yet not rejeCt it, either generally under 
cyery notion, be it what it will, nor in particular under the notion of an in- 
viſible exiſtence, after the manner of a Spirit ; as appears from the exam. 
ple of the Roman Church, which does not believe this ordinary and natural 
Preſence, bur yet admits the inviſible one. It would have been well if the 
Author of the Perpetuity had not uſed in this Diſpute theſe equivocal terms 
of the Real Preſence,and real Abſence, which givesway to ſophiſms, as will 
appear in what follows ; but ſeeing he has uſed them, it is at leaſt neceſſary 
to diſtinguiſh them, as I have now done. 


LET us ſee then upon theſe illuſtrations what are the pretenſions on 
cither ſide. The Author of the Perpetuity maintains that theſe Chriſtians 
muſt havca diſtin& knowledg either of the Preſehce or Real Abſence, that 
isto ſay, they muſt have known diſtin&tly whether that which they receivd 
inthe Communion was or was not the Body of Jeſus Chriſt in ſubſtance; 
for thus he underſtands it, there being no medium ſays he. I affirm onthe 
contrary that they had not for the moſt part of *em any diſtin knowledg 
cither of the inviſible Real Preſence , or the Real inviſible Abſence ; and 
that they were not come as then to this diſtin&t queſtion, Whether the Bo- 
dy of Jeſus Chriſt was inviſibly preſent by its proper ſubſtance, and after 
the manner of a Spirit in the Euchariſt or nor. 


S © far it ſeems that the method and ſtate of this Diſpute is clear , for 
tis likely -by the Real Preſence the Author of the Perpeturty means not the 
viſible Preſence, of which we do nor diſpute, and which the Church of Rome 
it ſelf rejects, bur the inviſible Preſence of which we diſpute, and which 
the Roman Church holds ; ſothat we need only propoſe the proo 
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ies for the Readers edification. Bur Mr. Arraud who can make clouds 
when he [as occaſion for 'em, has ſo greatly obſcured this matter by diſtin. 


&ions, and crafty prerenices, that we mult {till ſpend more time to clear the 
difficulties he has caſt in our way. 


70 believe, lays he, the Real Abſence us to believe that the Euchariſt is not 1, 5, way, +. 
the Body of Feſus Chriſt, or that the Body of Jeſus Chriſt is not really preſent : 
in the Euchariſt. Now a man may diſtinitly believe or know that one thing is 
not another, or that "tis not in another in three different manners. The firſt by 
anexpreſs and formal refleition , but general when a man generally denies one 
thing to be another, or affirms that "tis abſent but without Jpecifying any par- 
ticular manner. Thus in denying the King to be at Paris, we ſay he 1s not there 
in any real manner, altho we ſpecifie not any one. The ſecond by a diftintt re- 
fletion on all the different manners of being a thing, or being reall preſent in 
a place. Which is as if a man ſhould ſay that the King is not at Paris neither 
viſibly nor invifibly; and "tis in this manner the Sacramentaries deny the pre- 
ſence of Chriſt's Body in the Euchariſt. And the third without any reflettion, 
and by a ſimple view of the nature of things which does ſo comprehend the ex- 
clufron of whatſoever belongeth not to their þeing , that the mind knows as well 
what they are not, as if it had wade an hundred poſitive judgments on em. Ap- 
plying atrerwards this diſtin&tion he aſſures us firſt, That the Author of the «+ 
Perperuity never pretended to prove that if the Faithful believed not the 
Real Preſence,they then believed the Real Abſence in the ſecond manner, which 
is to fay, that they poſitively excluded, by a formal refieftion , all the ſeveral 
kinds of preſence, 2. That the greateſt part of his Arguments conclude, that 
if the Faithful believed wot the Real Preſence they would have rejefted it 
tn the firſt manner, and by a general reflettion which denies the thing with- 
ont 1confedering the drfferent'ſpecies. 3. That altho a man may draw this con- 
ſequence from feveral of his Arguments , yet 'tis ſufficient for his deſign to 
ſhew that theſe Faithful would have rejefled the Real Preſence in the third 
mavner, that is to ſay, without reflettion, and by a diſtintt knowledg of certain 
wverities which tnclude it according to the ordinary manner of conceiving- things, 


W E muſtthen'examin thete three manners, and ſee in what ſenſe the 
Author ot the PO_ is obliged ro maintain that if the Chriſtians of 


whom we ſpeak believed not the Real Preſence, they then believed the Real 
Abſence. 


THE firſt ischimerical and impoſſible. For ris not pofſible tor a man 
naturally ro:confider the Real Preſence of the Body of Jefus Chrift in "the 
Eucharift to teect it; without concetving ar the ſame time in particular, 
ſome kind 'or manner of preſence. Either theſe perſons, ro whom Mr. Ar- 
nave "atrribures his firſt manner of believing the Real Abſence, knew theiin- 
vifiblePreſence, or did not know 1t. Suppofing they knew 'it, what necef 
firy wasthere of making them reeCt ir in general , wirhour ſpecifying ir in 
particular 2 Wly not tay, they rejected it in-making'a formal refle&tion-on 
it? If they knew irinor, as it ſeems Mr. Arnaud ſuppoſes, it is not-at leaſt 
poſſible bur chey had formally in their minds the particular idea of the cor- 
poreal and viſible Preſence. 'For as ſoon as ever we corictive a humane Bo- 
dy to be ſubſtantially preſent in'a place, the firſt notion'that offers it ſelf. 
naturally to the mind is that of the ordinary and corporeal Prefence. Ir is * 
paſiible we may conceive a humane body without thinking of the place 
whereiriris, we every day makefuch kind of abſtraftions as theſe, yer 

6 ris 
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"ris not poſſible according to nature for a man to conceive it to be preſent by 
irs proper ſubſtance in a place without conceiving at the ſame time the idea 
of its corporcal Preſence. Naturedurniſhing us with no other idea of the 
ſubſtantial Preſence than that, it cannot be, bur this idea will ſhew it {elf 
ro-the mind, as ſoon as eyer we imagina body ina place. To be preſent in 
a place, and that corporeally, are naturally one and the ſame idea in reſpe& 
of a humane body. The Philoſophy ot later Ages has made two ideas of 
this, whether with reaſon, or not, I do not now diſpute; but howſoever, na. 
ture makes but one of it, and whilſt we do not diſtinguiſh them, nor know 
the ſecrer of making two ideas of them, the one general, and th'other 
particular, we ſhall never make this abſtraCtion , for naturg puts not 
men upon making it, Now we ſpeak here of perſons that think according 
to nature, and ſuppoſe they never heard the leaſt mention of inviſible and 
incorporeal Preſence, it is not then poſſible but they muſt immediately form 
the idea of the viſible or corporeal Preſence, in the ſame manner as 'tis not 
poſſible tor a man naturally to conceive the Sun to be preſent over our He- 
miſphere, bur he muſt conceive the idea of his viſible and ordinary Preſence, 
Ic is then certain that a man conſidered in the ſtate of nature , void of the 
fancies of this new Philoſoph;.,” cannot believe the Real Abſence of Chriſt's 
Body in the Sacrament, withiput thinking on the corporcal Prefence, In 
. this condition he can underſtand no other than that , and *tis it which he 

rcjets, becauſe 'tis on it whereon falls the firſt conception of his mind. This 

will yet farther appear if we conſider that the eyes of a Communicant will 

derermin his thoughts to the corporeal Preſence, when of it ſel it were not 

therein tnnnis ; for 'tis not poſlible tor a man who never heard of the 

ſpiritual and inviſible Peeſence to raiſe in his mind, at the fame momene 

wherein he communicates this queſtion, /s the Body of Feſus Chriſt ſubſtanti- 

ally preſent in this Euchariſt which T receive? but that he muſt at the ſame time 

uſe his eyc-ſight, tointorm himſelf, This inclination #0 natural thar if he 

does not follow it, it muſt neceſfarily be faid that he has in his mind the idea 

- Of an inviſible Preſence, of which his eyes cannot be witneſſes , and that'ris 

_ this idea which diverts him from having recourſe to his ſight ; and if he 

does follow it, his eyes which tell him that it is not therein derermin his 

thoughts to the idea of the corporeal Preſence to make him reject it. 


B U T is it impoſſible that a man in conceiving the idea of the corporeal 
Preſence, and inrejeCting it , ſhould conceive at the ſame time that there 
may be invented other manners of a ſubſtantial Preſence , but muſt reject 
them all,, be they what they will, withour ſpecifying or conſidering them. 
I anſwer, thatin this caſe he will conceive theſe other manners of preſence 
in oppoſition to the corporeal and viſible one, and conſequently will ſpecific 
them ar leaſt as: incorporeals and inviſibles, and conceive them under 
this quality, In a word, when nature offers us bur the idea of one ſingle 
ſpecies, there ariſes not up _—— a general conſideration in our minds, 
our fancy leads us to that particular ſpecies, and if afterwards we conceive 
any other, 'tis always in oppoſition to that which nature it ſelf offers to 
our knowledg. Whence it follows that this firſt manner of believing the 
Real Abſence by a general reje&tion of every kind of preſence, yet without 
ſpecifying ſo much as any one in particular-neither viſible nor inviſible, is a 
mere chimera which rcfides only in Mr. Arnaxzd's brain. 


AS tothe third it is moreover invalid and illuſory, ſecing it anſwers not 
the deſign of the: Author of the Perpetuity. For as we have already = 
| +#- 
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heis obliged ro ſhew , that it people had not belicyed the Real inviſible 
Preſence, they would have had in their minds, diſpoſitions, and prejudices, 
which would have made them reſpect it not barely as a Doctrin that 
appcars contrary to natural reaſon, (this is not ſufficient to produce aCtua}- 
ly an catire rejection and oppoſition when the matter concerns a point of 
Faith) but as an innovation in the Churches Belict. Now this third manner 
of bclieving the Real Ablence withour any retlcCtion by a bare view of the 
nature of things, in the ſame manner as we know Paris is not Rome , nor 
France HolanT that the Sun is not the Moon, nor an Houle an Elephant, 
thar the Kings Picture is not the King himſelf, rouſe Mr. Armas examples, 
without having made this exprels and formal reflection ; this mainner I fay, 
may make men capable ot knowing that the Real Preſence is cont rary-to the 
order of nature, that it agrees not with common ſenſe , but not make '*em 
diſcern whether it be a myſtery of the Churches Faith (as 'ris 1aid ro be) or 
whether 'tis a new humane invention. This ſimple view of - the nature of 
things which conſiſts in knowing, that the Euchariſt is Bread, that the Eu- 
chariſt is an image of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, that this Body is a humane 
Body, and thar 'tis in Heaven, doesnot hinder a man from being furprized 
with the matter of novelty, by Ying perſuaded thar 'ris the true DaCtrin of 
the Church (as'cis aſſured to be) and on this perſuaſion Reaſon muſt yield 
to Faith, | 


Tis in vain, Mr. Arnaud tells us, that ſuppoſing the Faithful had no other 1ib.6. cap. +. 
than theſe ſimple notions, that the Sacrament of the Euchariſt is Bread and 1/8 554565: 


Wine, which repreſent to us the Body of Feſus Chriſt, ſuppoſing they conceiv'd 
the Body of Jeſus Chriſt to be in no wiſe therein, that they ima ind this Body 
to be only preſent in Heaven, and that all the uſual Sk form'd only 
in their minds the idea of a figurative Preſence, they would immediately have 
judg'd that the belief of the Real Preſence was falſe and impertinent ; as we 
would immediately judg that man who would. perſuade us that Paris is Rome, 
or that the Popes Pifture is the Pope himſelf; or that the ſeven ſtalks of Corn 
which Pharaoh dreamed of were really ſeven years,or the Paſchal Lamb a real 
paſſage, and Sacrifices for Sins real Sins, to be mad and ſenſleſs. When 
a man judges of theſe things he ſimply judges of themaccording tothe light 
of nature, and 'tis certain the light of nature will render that man im- 
pertinent who ſhall fay what Mr. Ar»aud makes him ſay. It would be 
the ſame concerning the real inviſible Preſence, ſhould a man judg of it on 
this ground. Bur thoſe that offer ir in any age oppoſe againſt the light of 
Nature the ſplendid name of the Churches Faith, They endeavour to in- 

ſinuate it under the pretence of its being a myſtery of the Chriſtian Reli- 

gion, which has been always believed, and for this purpoſe they -_ no 

colours. By which means they ſtop the courſe of nature, and hinder men 

from judging according to its Principles , reducing the queſtion to know 

whether it be true that this be the Faith and perpetual ſenile of the Church, 
by which means 'tisno hard matter t' impoſe on the ignorant. 


TIS moreover in vain that Mr. 4rnazd brings in the Statue of Zenry 


IV. tor aninſtance, which all the Pariſians know to be only Brafs , and that * 


his body is only at S. Dennis. He ſays, perhags they never thought of 
formally rezeQting the opinion that this Starue is really the Body of Henry 
IV. and yer beready to oppoſe this opinion, ſhould any extravagant perſon 
offer ro make them believe it. But howſoever the Pariſians ſtand affefted 
rowards the Statue of Henry IV. there's a great deal of difference am 
Rrr this 
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this example and that of the Euchariſt here in queſtion. The Statue of 
Henry TV. is a work of humane inſtitution, wherein men ſuppoſe there's no- 
thing ſupernatural ;| whereas the Euchariſt is a Divine myſtery , in which 
there has been always believed to be ſomething above nature, The Statue 
of Henry IV. is a thing abſolutely popular, concerning which every man he. 
lieves he has liberty'of judging according to the principles of Senſe and Rea- 
ſon. The Euchariſt is a myſtery which has been. endeavour'd robe made 
long ſince in ſome manner inacceflible ro mens curioſity , by concealing it 
under a cloud of Ceremonies. Henry the Fourth was indeed a great Prince, 
whoſe memory will neverdie ; but how great lſoever he deſervedly was, 
yet is he conſider'd only as a man whoſe body lies interred at S. Dennis in 
the ſame manner as othersdo. Jeſus Chriſt is the Son of God , whoſe 
Body is living, and glorious, and hypoſtatically united to the Divinity, 
Should any man then imagin that the Statue of Henry IV. is really Zenry 
IV. I doubt not but people would look upon him as a mad man, becauſz 
'rwould be conſidered according tothe light of nature as a thing touching 
which there can be nothing that's extraordinary and miraculous conceived, 
which is expoſed to the knowledg of all the world, and whercin there's no. 
thing ar all that's Divine. Neither do I doubr bur ſuch a dotage would be 
rejeted as a novelty unknown to our Fore-fathers, becauſe 'rwould be ſup. 
poſed that our Fore-fathers had their ſences made as ours, and that jn 
reſpect of natural and ſenſible things their judgments have been the fame as 
ours, nature ever remaining in a uniform ſtate. But neither this example 
nor th'others whichare like it do ſignifie any thing in reſpect of the Eucha- 
riſt which is a myſtery of Faith , wherein all Chriſtians agree thar thcr-'s 
ſomerhing ſupernatural, altho they agree not in the manner. A myſtery 
concerning which every man docs not think he can fately judg , much lets 
from the principles of Senſe and Reaſon: in fine, a myſtery of the Son of 
God, the knowledg of which depends on a light which is not always equal. 
It is then manifeſt that neither this example nor the reſt of the ſame rank pro- 
poſed by Mr. Arnaud are pertinent. | 


NEITHER isit leſs clear from what I now repreſented, that of theſe 
three manners of believing the Real Abſence, which Mr. Arnaud propoles, 
there's only the ſecond which can be admitted into this Diſpute, to regulate 
the ſtate of the queſtion, becauſe the firſt, as I have ſhew'd , is impoſſible, 


- and the laſt can yield no advantage to the Author of the Perpenztty's deſign. 


Mr. ARNA7 D may here again call to mind the ſolidity of the diſtin- 
tion which I made touching the two expreſſions which are very like one 
another, as to terms, bur very different in ſenſe, not to believe, or not to 
know that a thing is, and to believe, or know that a thing is not. The firlt 
denotes a bare negation of Knowledg , and the ſecond a poſitive att of 
Knowledg and Faith, which formally denies theexiſtence of a thing. Not 
to believe the Real Preſence, barely ſignifies that this preſence is not held for 
an Article of Faith ; but to believe that the Real Preſence is not , ſignifies 
fomething more , which is, that a man reckons it among the Articles which 
he reje&ts. The Author of the Perpetuity having ſaid that there's no me- 
dium between having a diſtin&t knowledg of the Real Preſence, and ha- 
ving a diſtin&t knowledg of the Real Abſence, I had reaſon to rel him, 
that to make inthis matter an immediate oppoſition , he muſt make 1t con- 
tradictory, .and not contrary, that is to ſay, he ought to bring in an affr- 


mation, or the negation of the fame thing, and not the affirmation, y po- 
7 tive 
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Give ecjetion, that he muſt ſay the Chriſtians have had adiſtinCt belief of 
the Real Abſence, or thatthey have not had it; and nor fay they have had a 
diſtin&t beljet of the Preſence, or Real Abſence. 


Mr. ARNATD calls this School-boys Philoſophy. But this School-boys ; ,. 6 cap. 
Philotophy; ſeeing he plcaies to giveit thisname, 1s grounded on common pa: 5. 


ſenſe. For common tenle ſhews-us that to make an immediate oppoſition 
we mult (ct the negative on one ficic, and rhe affirmative on the other. We 
grant, lays he, to Mr. Claude, that to ſpeak logically we ought to oppoſe be. 
lieving the Real Preſence, and not believing the Real Preſence, and not belie- 
wing the Real Atſence. Bat I affirm, that to ſpeak rationally we may well op- 
poſe believing the Real Preſence, and believing the Real Abſence; which is to 
ſay, that not to believe the Real Abſence , and to believe the Real Abſence, 
may and ought to paſs for the ſame thing in the point in queſtion, becauſe theſe 
two diſpoſitions of mind bave all the ſame effetts, 


I HAVE bcen ignorant till now of the diſtinction between ſpeaking 
logically, and ſpeaking rationally ; for I always thought that true Logick, 
which tends only to cultivate our reaſon, and which explains it ſelf clearly 
and intelligibly, had not any other language than what was rational. But 
not to ſtray trom our ſubject, if in the matter in queſtion , theſe rwo ex- 
preſiions , #ot to believe the Real Preſence, and to j arp the Real Abſence, 
muſt paſs tor one and the fame thing, it follows they are both of 'em equal- 
ly rational at bottom. Seeing then they are both of 'em equally intelligi- 
ble, and equally popular, why did not the Author of the Perpetuity make 
uſe of the firſt, rather chan the ſecond. For the firſt being as it is rational, 
intelligible, and popular as well as the other, it has moreover this advantage 
that Logick approves of ir, whereas ſhe rejects the other. The firſt expref- 
ſion docs of ir lelt explain juſtly and naturally what a man would fay , nei- 
ther more nor leſs; whereas the other, according ro Mr. Arnaud's 'own ac- 
knowledgment is equivocal, and does not explain what's meant , but only 
becauſe of the matter in queſtion. The firſt is liable ro no conteſt. The 
ſecond is diſputable. Wherefore then has not Mr. Arnaud knowing them to 
be equivalent, left the ſecond to make uſe of the firſt. He had loſt nothing, 
if it be true, they both ſignifie one and the fame thing , and he had ſpared 
the pains of a new diſpute. Forl maintain againſt him, that neither ration- 
ally ſpeaking , nor logically , theſe rwo expreſſions ought to paſs for the 
ſame thing. The firſt cannot produce theetie& which the ſecond produces; 
ſeeing the ſecond will make men oppoſe the Real Preſence as an in- 

* noyation which Faith rejecteth, whereof the firſt cannot of itſelf work ſuch 
en effect. A man that is perſuaded the Real Preſence isa DoCtrin which he 
ought torcject, will oppoſe himſelf againſt ir, as ſoon as ever it ſhall be of- 
ter'd him. A perſon that never heard it mention'd will caſily ſuffer himſelf 
to be ſurprized when cold this has been ever the Faith of the Church. 


WHEREIN conſiſts then you'l fay the point of our difterence, and 
whar is the ſtate of this queſtion? Itmay beeaſily gather'd from what I have 
now ſaid, which is to know whether the people of the gth. xoth. and x 1th. 
Ages, in ſuppoſing the Real Preſence which was _ them, thar is toſay, 
the inviſible ſubſtantial Preſence, ſuch as the Church of Kome holds at this 
day ; for 'tis on that we diſpute, was a novelty, which yet was taught them 
as the ancient Faith of the Church. I fay, the queſtion is, whether theſe 
people had notions and prejudices in their minds , which muſt of neceſſity 
TaS make 
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make them reje& this DoQtrin as a novelty contrary to the ancient Faith, 


cven ſo.tar as to —_ 'em plainly and openly ro oppoſe ir. And becauſe 
theſe prejudices can 

Teſus Chriſt is not ſubſtantially preſent in the Euchariſt , neither in a viſilie 
nor inviſible manner , it concerns us to know whether one may rationally 
fay in the rerms of our ſuppoſition that they had rhis diſtinct beliet. Tr lies 
upon Mr. g{rzaud to prove the aifirmative, and I the negative. This is the 
crue ſtate of this queſtion, as appears from what we have ſeen in this Cha- 
prer. But becaule Mr. Arraud has fo openly and plainly renounced this 
manner of believing the Real Abſence by a formal reflection on the ſeveral 
kinds of preſence, whether viſible or inviſible , it may be reaſonably ſaid 
this is no longer a matter of conteſt between us, I grant him (it he will) thar 
people have poſitively reje&ted the corporeal and viſible Preſence of the 
Body of Jeſus Chriſt in the Euchariſt, and thar in this ſenſe they have 'be- 
lieved a Real Abſence. I grant likewiſe if he will that theſe ſame people 
werein a capacity to knovy, that thelight of nature oppoſes the Doctrin of 
che ſubſtanrial and inviſible Preſence, He grants me tor his parr, that it does 
not appear they were for poſitively rejeCting, and by a formal reflection this 
incorporeal and inviſible Preſence. Wherein then do we diſagree? *Tis clear 
that that which I grant him is not a ſufficient diſpoſition, whence to conclude 
that the people would have oppoſed the Dottrin of the inviſible Preſence 
as anovelty unknown to the Church. For, for to believe thar Jeſus Chriſt 
is not viſibly and corporally preſent in the Euchariſt , this docs not hinder 
bur that a man may embrace the opinion of the incorporeal Preſence, and fo 
likewiſe to knoly that the light of nature does not well agree with this in- 
viſible Preſence, this does not hinder men from being deccived by imagin- 
ing 'tis a myſtery of Faith , which the Church has always believed , and 
rouching which a man muſt not conſult his ſenſe or reaſon, Ir is no lels 
clcar that what Mr. Arzand grants me is ſufficient to conclude that the peo- 
ple here mention'd had no diſtin&t knowledg of the Real Preſence , in the 
ſenſe in which the Roman Church believes it,neither toadmit it, nor reject it ; 
and conſequently they had no neceſlary diſpoſition to oppoſe it when 'rwas 
firſt taught them. For as torhis general rezeftion, we have ſhew'd itto be 
chimerical and impoſſible : The queſtion is then decided, butin my fayour, 
ſceing the reſult of all theſe illuſtrations is, that the change which we ſup- 
poſe has been poſſible, Yet if Mr. Arnaud will obſtinately maintain this 
general manner of. believing the Real Abſence, which denies every kind of 
{ubſtanrial Preſence without particulariſing any one of them, altho we have 
ſhew'd him 'tis fantaſtical, and contrary to nature; yet I fay we will. con- 
ſent that the queſtion be this , Whether the people before-mentioned ought, 
according to our ſuppoſition formally and generally to deny all the ſeveral ſorts 
of ſubſtantial preſences of the Body of Feſus Chriſt in the Euchariſt whatſoever 
they be, without ſpecifying any one of them. Bur this is what he has ſtill ro 
prove. 


e no other than this diſtinct belief, 7hat the Body of 
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CHAP... 


Mr. Arnaud's Proceedings Confider'd. His unjuſt Reproaches 
alſo Examm'd. | 


AINT Auſtin deſcribing the humor and carriage of fome perſons in 
his time with whom he wasconcern'd, obſerves they were very co- 
pious and eloquentin cenſuring the ſentiments of others, bur flat and 


dull in eſtabliſhing rheir own opinions. 7p/es, ſays he, animadvertebam plus aug. de mtilit. 
in refellendhs alits diſertos & copieſos eſſe, quam in ſuis probandss certos © frr- Ertde 61. 


mos manere, Methinks the ſame may be faid of Mr, 4rnaud, For he trou- 
bles not himſelf with proving either the propoſitions he advances, nor thoſe 
of the Authorof the Ferpeturty, and is never more buſied than in cenfurin 
the opinions of others. So greatly is he in love with this kind of i 
ing , that he ſcruples not many times to quit his principal ſubje&t, and 
fall upon any accidental one , provided "twill but furniſh him with 
a pretence to make obyeCtions ; nay, ſometimes he ſhall ſtart fancies of his 
own on purpoſe to give himlelf this divertiſement. Yer we muſt needs 
confeſs he has ſome rcaſon to do thus , having a peculiar tallent of ridicu- 
ling the moſt ſolid martters; for ſometimes he tells me of having private 
Dictionarics to my ſelf, other times of Keys, and Machines, rhetorical En- 
thuſiaſms, and a thouſand other pretty fancies, which take with his Readers, 
and give him, together with the benefit of ſome ſlight objeCtions and decla- 
mations thereupon, the liberty of breaking looſe through the ſtrongeſt Ar- 
ouments. 


AN example whereof may be ſeen in this Diſpute of thediſtin&t know- 
ledg of the Real Preſence , or Real Abſence. For after the illuſtrations 
which we have given inthe prococing Chapter, 'tis caſie to find that Mr, 
Arnaud ought to eſtabliſh this Propoſition: that if the people of the grh. 
and Toth. Centuries had not found themſelves imbued with rhe diſtinct be- 
lief of the Real inviſible Preſence, they would have diſtinly believed the 
Real inviſible Abſence, at leaſt in-a general! manner , thar is to fay , the 
would have formally reje&cd every kind of ſubſtantial Prefence of Jeſus 
Chriſt in the Euchariſt ; yer without ſpecifying ever a one of rhem in par- 
ticular, He himſelf acknowledges that the Author of .the Perpetaity would 
be underſtood ro ſpeak of this general manner of believing diſtinaly rhe 
Real Abſence; fo that it cannor be but the Readers muſt be in expeCtarion of 
what he alledges for the confirming this Hypotheſis. But they will find 
themſelves much miſtaken, for inflead of applying himſclf ro ſtrengthen 
it, by new Arguments, or to maintain the Arguments of the Author of rhe 
Perpetuity in reſtraining them to the time in queſtion, he has rather choſen 
ro employ the reſt of his ſixth Book in examining the ſtate of the people of 
the firſt {1x Centuries, not that 'rwas neceſſary to enter upon rhis examina- 
tion, ſeeing theſe Apes are out of the bounds of our Diſpute touching the 
change. Bur ſeeing he would only retute the five ranks of perſons whom 
' I ſuppoſed to be in the Church betore rhe opinion of the Real Preſence ap- 
peared, refute them I ſay in reference to the cighr firſt Centuries to have 
thence occaſion to multiply his objeftions. I may with good reaſon be dif- 
penſed withal from following him ; for to ſpeak properly , 'ris mere running 
intd 
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Into fruitleſs debates, Yet to omit nothing, I will ſtill patiently hearken 


Lib. 6. cap. 4. 
P48. F5O, 


to what he has to ſay on this ſubze&t. BetoreI enter upon rhe dilcuſlion of 
his particular objeCtions againſt my five ranks of perſons, 'twill not be amil; 
to examin ſome of his general ones, for we muſt endeavour to fatisfie him 


in all things. 


FIRST then Mr, Arnaud makes me contradift my ſelf. He ſays, That 
if it be not true I admitted the confuſed Belief during ten Ages, if I incly- 
ded it in the 9th. and 1oth. it follows that I knew that during eight Centu. 
ries the Faithful had a diſtintt knowledg of the myſtery of the Euchariſt. Þ ac: 
knowledg this Conſequence to bejuſt enough. But, adds he, Mr. Ciaud 
bethinks himſelf and finds 'tis more for his advantage to grant nothing to the 
Author of the Perpetuity, and even to affurm that during theſe eight Centuries 
the Faithful had no di(tinft knowledg of the Preſence, or Real Abſence. Why 
does Mr. Arnaud call this recolle&ting a man's ſelf? What contrariety is: 
there between theſe two things 2 Not, ſays he, but that there's an equiveca 
tion in all this, If there be any equivocation , Mr. Arnaud ought not to 
make a contradiction of it, nor fay I am art diſcord with my ſelt. Burt the 
truth is, there is neither equivocation nor contradiction in it; tor we have 
already told him, that to know diſtin&tly «he myſtery of rhe Euchariſt, is 
neither to know diſtinctly the Real Prelence, nor Real Abſence , and that 
there's a difference in theſe things. To know diſtin&tly the Real Abſence 
in the ſenſe wherein we take this term in this Diſpute , is to reject formally, 
and by a poſitive at this inviſible Preſence as an error. But to know di- 
ſtinttly che myſtery of the Euchariſt, is according to us, to know clearly 
that the Euchariſt is Bread and Wine, asto the ſubſtance of it, that by Con, 
ſecration this Bread and Wine are made ſigns or myſtical figures of the Bo- 
dy and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, that this ſignification is grounded on ſeveral 
relations which are between the Bread _ Wine,and the Body and Blood of 
Jeſus Chriſt, that thoſe who receive theſe Symbols with Faith and Devoti- 
on towards Jeſus Chriſt whodied for us, and roſe again, and is reigning in 


- Heaven, they ſpiritually cat of his Body and drink of his Blood, that theſe 


Symbols are called the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt by a Sacramental 
way of ſpeech, becauſe they do both repreſent them to our Faith, or becauſe 
there's a great conformity between them, and the things which they repre- 
ſent, or ; Jun they communicate them tous, and ſeveral other like Ar- 
ticles. TIn.a word , to underſtand the myſtery of the Euchariſt is to know 
poſitively wherein conſiſts the nature and eſſence of a' Sacrament , which 
does not include _any diſtinit knowledg cither of the Real. inviſible Pre- 
ſence, or Real inviſible Abſence, I acknowledg 'tis not eaſe to ſurprize 
prog that are in this capacity , nor perſuade them that this. Real Preſence 
12s been ever believed in the Church , eſpecially if they have Paſtors that 


are learned and.. honeſt , who acquit themſelves, of their Duty, and watch 
* diligently over their Flocks. But howlſoever this is not.to underſtand di- 
ſtin&tly the Real Abſence in queſtion. 


IN the mean timeto the end Mr. Arnaud may no longer equivocate on 
this ſubject, let me tell him, that when we attribute this diſtinct knowledg 
of the myſtery of the Euchariſt to the eight firſt Centuries, we would not 
be underſtood cither that they had it in a degree always qual and unitorm, 
or that all perſons who lived incach of thoſe, Ages have been equally enlight- 
ned. We know the light of thoſe Ages was diminiſhed by degrees, 10 that 


the 7th. and 8th. had much leſs of it than the firſt ſix. We know _—_ 
there 
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there has been always in the Church, I mean even then when 'twas moſt 
flouriſhing, a great number of pious Chriſtians in truth, bur little advan- 
ced in knowledg, and with them mulrirudes of prophane wortdly wretches 
who little concerned themſelves touching what they believed of the myſte- 
rics of Chriſtian Religion. 


[ N the fecond place Mr. Arnaud reproaches me with having done two 
things, which would be ſtrange enough were they true : the one , thatT ill 
explain'd the Author of the Ferpetuitys ſentiment, and th'other tharl gran. 
red him in effe& whatſoever he pretended ro. He grounds theſe rwo re- 


proaches on that I faid ſomewhere to the Author of the Perpetuity, That if Anſwer to the 


he meant that the Faithful who took the inſtruttions of the Fathers in a meta- 
phorical ſenſe , believed Feſus Chriſt preſent corporeally in Heaven without 
, thinking on what has been ſaid fince,that he is at the ſame time in Heaven and 
on Earth, there after the manner of a Body, here after the manner of a Spirit, 
} acknowledged that the Faithful had in this ſenſe a meſt diſtin idea of the 
Real Abſence, which is to ſay, they did not at all believe that he was ſub- 
ftantially preſent in the Sacrament, applying their whole mind to the preſence 
of his Grace and Merit, ſetting themſelves to meditate on his infinite love, &c. 
without exerting their thoughts to this preſence of ſubſtance, invented of late 
by theRoman Church. But if by having an idea and diſtinit belief of the Real 
Abſence, that Author meant they knew and rejeited iſtiniily this means of 
exiſtence of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt on the Altar , in multiplying his Preſence 
in ſeveral places, [ affirm'd they had it not at all. 


BUT theſe two reproaches are without grounds, for in reſpeCt of the 
firſt it appears trom what we have ſcen inthe preceding Chapter , thar the 
Author of rhe Ferperuity muſt have pretended to that which 1 charge him 
* with; to wir, that the Faithful have had the diſtin& idea of the ſubſtantial 
inviſible Preſence, ſuch as rhe Church of Rome believes, and that they for- 
mally rejected it as an Error. For there's only this manner of believing the 
Real Abſence which can have place in this Diſpute , ſeeing thar of the three 
which Mr. Arnaud has propoſed the firſt as we have ſcen, is impoſitble, and 
the third uſele's for the 'defign of the Author of the Perpetuity; fo that nc- 
ceſſarily his ſenſe muſt fall uponrthe ſecond, which is preciſely chat which 1 
have. attribured to him. And asto the ſecond reproach 'tis clear, that if the 
Author of the Perpetuity pretended to no more than what I granted him, his 
Argument will fall ro the ground ; for it does not follow from perſons nor 
fixing their minds on the preſence of an inviſible ſubſtance , ſuch as the 
Church of Rome teaches, and their applying themſelves only to meditate 
on a preſence of Grace, which is preciſely what I grant him, it does not 
hence follow, I ſay, that they are ted by this alone to reject the Real Inviſt- 
ble Preſence, as a novelty contrary to the Faith of the Church. There needs 
ſomething more than this, I mean there needs greater lights to inevitably 
effe&t this rejection. For a man muſt have for this nat only the' idea of 
this ſubſtantial inviſible Preſence, ſuch as is fancied in the Church of Rome, 
but likewiſe diſtin&tly know that ſuch a Preſence was never taught in the 
Church. For otherwilſc'tis very poſſible that people will ſuffer themſelves 
to be deceived , when told the Church has ever believed ſuch a Preſence, 
eſpecially when they ſhall hear feveral paſſages our of rhe Fathers on this 
ſubject alledged in a counter fenſe. Moreover, if Mr. Arnaud imagins I 
meant to acknowledg of my own head , that one may call rhe diſpotition 


of theſe perſons who belies Jeſus Chriſt corporally preſent in — 
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(without conſidering what has been laid fince of his Preſence in Heaven and 
on Earth at [the ſame time, there viſibly, here inviſibly) believing the Rea] 
Abſence, he is groſly miſtaken. For what I faid was our of condeſcention, 
and ſuppoſition, and not abſolutely, which is to ſay, that in caſe the Author 
of the Perpetuity pretended only this, I would not diſpute with him about 
an expreſſion. In effect if we are agrecd touching the thing, T'll never make 
war with him upon the account of rerms. 


Mr. ARN A7 D is noleſs miſtaken when he accuſed me for making 
an illuſory anſwer to the Author of the Perpetuity, The buſineſs is, thar 


Firſt Treatiſe this Author-ſaid, that if the change which we pretend were true , 7 here 
- ms oye. muſt have been of neceſſity a time wherein the belief of the Real Preſence ha 
JÞ» PB 37+ been ſo mixt with that of the Real Abſence , that. there were half of the Bi- 


ſhops, Prieſts, and People, who held the one, and the other half that held the 


Anſwer to the 07her. To thisI anſwer'd, That in the times of the greateſt ignorance , even 
firſt Treatiſe, 7 the 11th. Century, I doubted not but there were four or froe ranks of per- 


page 12. 


ſons in the Body of the wvifible Church, the one profane and worldly perſons who 
kept thempelves at a diſtarice from theſe Diſputes ; others ignorant ones , who 
contented themſelves with knowing in general , the Euchariſt to be the memu- 
rial of Chriſts Paſſion, and that they receive therein his Body and Blood, theſe 
holding the true Faith in a degree of confuſed knowledg. The rs thoſe that 
held the true Faith in adegree of diſtinft knowledg, and rejefted the ſubſtan- 
tial Preſence. And the fourth, of thoſe that had embraced the Opinion of 
this Preſence. And this is what Mr. Arnaud calls an illuſion. Whereas 1 
afhrm this anſwer is pertinent; for if there have been four ranks of men in 
the Church, cis ill done of the Author of the Perpetuity to reduce them to 
two, But, fays Mr. Arzaud, the Author of rhe Perpetuity ſpeaks of the 
time before Berenger, and you ſpeak of the time that followed him. * I an- 


Li6.6.k.5, {wer that the Author ot the Perperaity ſpeaks of the time of the chimerical ' 
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growth through which the belief of the Real Preſence hath —_— paſſed 
according to the imagination of the Calviniſts : And thus doth he tormally 
explain himſelf. And I ſpeak of the time wherein Error made its greatell 
progreſs, in the greateſt progreſs vf error. Thele are my words, So far 


, there's nothing miſ-underſtood, we ſpeak both of us concerning the ſame 


time. But this time according to us is that in which Berexger began to 
oppoſe the Real Preſence. But, ſays moreover Mr. Arnaud, the whole Church 
had already paſſed over into the belief of the Real Preſence before Berenger's 
time, and Aubertin himſelf acknowledges as much. Which is whar, I deny, 
and Mr. Arnaud ought not toaffirm it without proof. The greateſt progrels 
of the Real Preſence was then when Berenger declaring himſelf againſt it, 
Paſchaſius his Diſciples maintain'd it by Diſputes; ſo thar this is preciſcly the 
time about which the Author of the Perperuityand I debated. 


THESE are the firſt objeftions of Mr. Arzaud, - after which he divides 
what he calls my Syſtem into three parts or times. The firſt, ſays he, com- 
prehends the firſt eight Ages, and the froe ranks whereof it conſiſts. The ſe- 
cond contains two Centuries and an half, which a man cannot better name than 
the unaccountable time of the Miniſters, And the third contains the time 
which folow'd Berenger. *Tis certain that of theſe three times there Was 
only the ſecond (as I already faid td ſpeak properly) neceſſary to be exa- 
min'd touching the queſtion, Whether the change which we pretend was 
poſſible or impoſſible. For altho I'do nor grant that all the Faithful of the 
eight firſt Centuries have had a diſtin& knowledg either of the Real Pre- 
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ſence, or Real Abſence in the ſenſe wherein the Church of Rome takes theſe 
terms, yet did I acknowledg rhere was then light enough in the Church, 
whereby to reject the Opinion of rhis ſort of Preſence, had ir appear'd, ſo 
that it does not ſeem "was greatly neceſſary to diſpute concerning theſe 
Ages, wherein we do not fay the change was made, and which we Ana 
ro have been different from thoſe which followed. Yet ſeeing Mr. Ar- 
naud will needs have'em brought intothe Diſpute, I am willing to treat of 
them. 


I THEN reckon'd inthe Church five forts of perſons, who had no di- anſwer tothe 
ſtint knowledg of the Real Preſence, neither to reject nor admit it, with- {<0nd Trea- 
out comprehending therein the prophane or worldly minded perſons, and chap. > * 

ounded my divition on this reaſon. That 'tis not poſſible in this great 
Giverſiry of conditions and humors of men, to reduce them all either to 


| oneand the ſame meaſure of knowledg, or to the ſame form of ation. 


THE firſt rank is of thoſe who conceiv'd theſe two terms the Sacra- 
ment, and the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, the Sacrament under the notiqu which 
their ſenſes gave themz for whether 'twas call'd Bread, or by any other 
name, the idea they form'd thereof was ſuchas their eyes repreſented them 
with. They conceiv'd the Body of Jeſus Chriſt after the mannex which the 
Goſpel ſpeaks of it, as a body, and fleſh like unto that which we have, 
born of a Virgin, united to the Eternal Word, hanging on the Croſs, riſen 
and taken upinto Glory, and in a word under the idea which Religion gives 
usof ir. The idea of the Sacrament ſerved to make them paſs on to that 
of the Body , but they ſtopt there, and made nor a particular refle&tion - 
thereon, how the Sacrament was the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. Their devoti- 
on being content with the uſe which they made of the Sacrament, unto 
which they were aſliſted by this formulary of Communion, Corpus Chriſti, 
they proceeded not fo far as that queſtion. 


TH E ſecond rank is of thoſe who proceeded to the queſtion , How 
this viſible Bread, this ſubjeCt call'd Sacrament, is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt? 
bur finding a great deal of inconſiſtency in the terms, their minds ſtopt at 
the ſingle Nifficulry without undertaking to ſolve ir. 


THE third is of thoſe who going as far as the queſtion, procecded as 
far as the ſolution , bur their minds ſtoprt at general terms, as that Jeſus 
Chriſt is preſent ro us in the Sacrament , and that we receive his Body and 

Blood therein withour ſearching after greater fatisfaCtion. 


THE fourth is of thoſe who having been diſguſted atthe inconſiſtency 
of theſe terms, the Bread and the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, found at length the 
real knot of the queſtion, I mean, that the Bread is the Sacrament, the 
memorial, and pledg of the Sacred Body of our Redeemer. 


THE fifth in finc is of thoſe who at the hearing of theſe propoſitions, 
The Bread is the Body of Feſus Chriſt, The Bread is chang'd into the Body of - 
Jeſus Chriſt, the Bread is made the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, went immediately 
to their true and natural ſenſe, without perplexiry or difficulty , and with- 
out ſo muchas thinking on the inconſiſtency of the terms, well underſtand- 
ing that the Bread remaining Bread 'is conſecrated to be a Sacrament, 
Which repreſents and communicates to us v7 Lords Body ; and theſe had a 
>) mors 
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more clear and diſtin& knowledg of the truth . anda _ diſpoſition to 
underſtand the ſtile and uſual expreſſions of rhe Church. 


HERE'S, fays Mr. Arnaud, what Mr.Claude calls the happy days of the 
Church, and the time of the diſtintt knowledg, And yet of theſe five ranks 
there are three who knew not what the Euchariſt was , and under(tood not the 
ſenſe of the expreſſions which form this Dottrin. The fourth ſought and hap- 
pily found it , lays he, after a long ſearch , and the fifth found. it without 
ſearching It. 


I ACKNOWLEDG that what has been ſaid of theſe five ranks, 
may be underſtood of all the time which preceded the change , bur yer we 
may divide this time into two , and diſtinguiſh that wherein the Paſtors 
rook a more particular care to inſtru the people , and that of ignorance 
wherein the myſteries of the Goſpel were negletted,, and the people ill in- 
ſtructed. For as ignorance was never fo great, nor univerſal, bur that there 
were cyer ſome perfons knowingenough to underſtand diſtinctly , that the 
Bread wcall'd the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, becauſe 'tis the Sacrament of it, fo 
knowledg never 1o generally overſpread the Church, but there were al- 

. ways ſome weak at ignorant perfons init. When we diſtinguiſh a time 
of knowledg, fromarime of ignorance, we do not mean there were no ig- 
norant people, during the time of knowledg, nor enlightned perſons during 
the time of ignorance. We do not thus underſtand it. But we take the 
denomination from' the party that moſt prevail'd, and call a time of light, 
and knowledg, that wherein we ice appear more learning and clearneſs; a 
time of darknefs, and ignorance that wherein we find on the contrary ap- 
pear much more thicknefs and ſtupidity. When then I faid thatT reckond 
theſe five ranks of perfons in the Church, I underſtood that this was true 
in both the two times , that is to ſay, both in that which I called the 
Churches happy days, the time of a diftin&t knowledg, and in that of igno- 
rance and contuſion ; bur I likewiſe meant that this was true in thele two 
rimes diverſly according to the difference which diſtinguiſhes them, fo that 
when the ſenfe of my propoſition is diſtributed , reaſon requires that the 
proportiorrof each time be kept. 'We muſt not doubt but thar in the firſl 
ſix Centuries there were perſons to be found of rheſe three firſt ranks which 
I denoted, bur far fewer than in the following Ages. | 


AFTER this firſt remark, Mr. Arzaud makes another,. which is, that 
I do not prove what offer touching theſe five orders, This is, ſays he, as 
Hiſtory no where extant. Theſe are news which he alone knows, and for which 
he can bring no more proof than for. worlds in the Moon. But this is Mr. Ar- 
naud"s'uſuai courſe, whenhe cannot anſwer an Argument he requires proofs 
for it, and fo when he cannot invalidate an Anſwer. he bethinks himſelf of 
faying; prove it. *'The Anchor of the Perpetuity affirms rhat rhe change 
which we pretend-is impoſſible, f affirm tis poſſible, and'to ſhew that it 15 
ſo, I ſuppoſe by way of explication and illuſtration five ranks of perſons 1n 
the Church during thetime which precededthe change. If I ſuppoſe a ching 
impoſſible or abſued; it. lies ypon Mr.' Arnaud to ſhew the impoſſibility. or 
abfurdity thereof, and not ro; require proofs of me. I ſuppoſe nothing bir 
whar lies'within'tieterins. of probability,” and is conformable co the man; - 
ner/of-mens thoughits:; which appears by, their every days actions 1n like 
ocetfions*4s this, altho nor recorded in iftory, Howloever if Mr. Ar- 
aud will have ths Xithors Arguoient of the Perpetuity to remain in _—_ 
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he ſhould ſolidly attack my Anſwer and lay aſide thoſe fooleries of worlds 
in the Moon, which do nor well agree with the importance of our ſubject. 


AND this he ſeems to be ſenſible of, for he does not much inſiſt on 
this demand of , proots, bur comes to a particular examination of theſe di- 
verſe ranks, and to make it the more pleaſant, he gives cach of 'em a nick- 
name and title ; the firft he calls che rank of Contemplative Ignoramus's, 
the next that of Lazy Ignoramus's, the third thatof Cartholicks, the fourth 
of Conf1derate Calvinifts, the fifth that of Inconſiderate ones. In diſcourſing 
on the firſt rank he,gives us atouch about Mental Prayer , of being ſnatcht 
up immediately into Heaven, concerning eur meditation on the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt in abſtratto, and ſtanding upon our guard againl(t the terms which ex- 
preſs tbe eſſence of the Myſtery ; and he ules the ſame pleaſant merhod about 
the reſt, which ſhews he can be frolickſome ſometimes, and has his hours of 
creation, as well as other tolks. 


BUT laying aſide theſe fine words, lect us come to things. The Author 
of the Perperuity infending to prove that the Faithful ever had a diſtin&t 
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munion Corpus Chriſt; , which was uſed in the ancient Church, ſaying that chap. 2. 


theſe terms repreſented the Body of Jeſus Chriſt preſent on the Altar ; and 
thence he concluded they had a diſtinEt beliet that ir was thereon , if they 
follow'd the fenſe of theſe words, or it they rejected them , they had a di- 
ſtint beliet of the Real Abſence. 


T O this I anfwer'd, that the firſt impreſſion which things make on our 
minds, and words deſign'd to any uſe , is that of their uſe, rhat'*ris thus 
every morning that we conceive of the light, not as being under the notion 
of -a body or accident, or motion of air, but under the notion of a thing 
which is uſcful tous, and ſerves to lead us to our labors , which I farther il- 
luſtrated by ſeveral other examples. Then applying this remark tomy ſub- 
ject, I aid thar this formulary Corpus Chriſti, was a * nc of uſc, deſign d 
according to the intention of the Church to raiſe up the minds of Commu. 
nicants to the meditating on the Body of Jeſus Chriſt dead and riſen for 
them. Whence I concluded there were ſeveral perſons whocontented them- 
ſelves with doing that ro which theſe words excited them, withour proceed- 
ing any farther, their minds being ſufficiently raken up with that. And this 
is that which Mr. Arnaud calls extravagant and fantaſtical, and wherein he 
meets with ſuch ridiculous Hypothefiſes, ſenſleſs ſuppoſtions, and abſurdities. 
"Tis impoſſible, ſays he, for a diſcourſe to be more faulty than this, altho ir be 
the foundation of the firſt order of this ſyſtem. Firſt, *twil{ not ſerve the end 
whereunto tis defign'd. Secondly, "tis laid on a falſe foundation. Thirdly, 
it concludes nothing this falſe foundation being ſuppoſed. Theſe three rc: 
marks are eſſential, and need only proving. 


AS to the firſt, he ſays, That ſuppoſing this ridiculous Hypotheſis were 
granted me, yet there muſt be made ſeveral others to draw thence the concluſt- 
on which I draw. Fir(t, It muſt be ſuppoſed that the P aſtors who inſtruded 
the Communicants when they firſt received the Euchariſt , taught 'em only to 
make a Mental Prayer over the Body of Feſus Chriſt, without mentioning to 
'em aword of the eſſence of the myſtery, and ſenſe of the words which expreſs 
it, and Jarishing the doubts which might ſpring up in their minds about it. 


2 Jeruſa- 


And yet the form of theſe inſtructions appearing in the Writings of S. Cyril of 
Sl 
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Jeruſalem, S. Ambroſe, Gaudencius, ad Eucherus, are very apt to imprint 
on their minds the diſtin idea of the Faith of the Myſtery , according to the 
Doitrin of the Catholicks. Secondly, We muſt ſuppoſe that when theſe People 
met with this expreſſion either in Sermons, or particular Diſcourſes , or Books, 
that the Euchariſt is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, they caution d themſelves againſt 
admitting into their minds any idea of theſe words , but were immediately rg. 
viſh'd with abſtrafted Meditations. Thirdly, "Tis to be ſuppoſed that this 
laſted em all their lives. Fourthly, We muſt ſuppoſe tbey uſed the ſame cay- 
tion againſt theſe expreſſions, The Bread is changed into the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt, the Body of Feſus Chriſt 1s made of Bread , we are nouriſh'd with the 
Body of Tofus Chriſt, that the Body of Jeſus Chriſt enters tnto us, that it js our 
ſtrength and our life. 


I ANSWER, that ſuppoſing the Propoſition I ſtated touching the | 
things, and uſual expreſſions, were fruitleſs in reſpect of the inſtructions 
given to the Catechumeniſts, and thoſe other expreſſions mention'd by Mr, 
Arnaud, yet does it not hence fallow but 'rwould be uſctul in reſpet of 
theſe terms Corpus Chriſt; which were ſpoken before ro the Communicants 
at the time wherein the Euchariſt is deliver'd to 'em. Now 'tis preciſely up- 
on this account I made uſe of it , that is to ſay, to anſwer the Argument 
which the Author of the Perpetuity rais'd from theſe words Corpus Chriſt;, 
which he ſaid repreſented the Body of Jeſus Chriſt preſent on the Altar, 1 
ſhew'd then that theſe words were not only words of inſtruCtion , bur like. 
Wiſe of uſe; the drift of which were to repreſent to the Communicants the 
Body of Chriſt dead and riſen for us. Mr. Arnaud ought to conſider my 
propoſition in reference to the particular end for which T uſed it , and not 
take it looſe (as he has done) from the ſequel of my diſcourſe. But 'ris his 
cuſtom when hepropoſes any thing which I mention,to repreſent it indiret- 
ly, and 'tis on ſuch kind of proceedings as theſe whereon are grounded the 
ercateſt part of his objections. 


T O confirm the truth of my Propofition , *tis nor neceſſary to change 
any thing in the Catechiſmsof the Fathers; there needs only one thing be 
ſuppoſed, which is not hard to believe, which 1s, that neither the Catechiſms 
of S. Cyril, nor thoſe attributed toS. Ambroſe, and S. Encherus , were uſed 
as forms of inſtruttions which were given to: perſons the firſt time they 
Communicated , ſceing the greateſt part amongſt 'em reccived their firſt 
Communion, immediately after they were Baptized in their tender years, 
yea ſometimes whilſt at their Mothers Breaſts. I confeſs indeed they were 
not then taught to make Mental Prayers, as Mr. Arnaud ſpeaks; and tis 
alſo likely they had neither the Catechiſms of S$. Ambroſe, nor S. Cyril ex- 
pounded to 'em, as he pleaſantly ſuppoſes. And thus Mr. Arvaud's firlt 
Obſervation is abſurd. 


AS to the Books they read , 'tis not neceſſary to ſay , they caution'd 
themſelves againſt the words which they met in 'em, we need only ſup- 
poſe one thing which is not unlikely. That there were at that time , and 
are at this day in the Church ſeveral people who could not read , and that 
amongſt ſuch as could, there were ſome thar read lictle in the Treatiſcs of 
the Fathers concerning the Euchariſt, Baoks not being then ſo common as 
they have been ſince Printing has been invented, and in fine, that amongſt . 
choſe who did, there might be ſome who applied not themſelves artentively 
enough to form.in their minds the queſtion how the Sacrament is our _ 
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AS to private Diſcourſes , it Mr. Arnaud by revelation knows any 
thing of 'em we'l hear him willingly, in the mean time he'l ler us ſuppoſe, 
that there have been al:vays people in the Church, who never ſer themſelves 
to treat of abſtruſe queſtions of Theology in tamiliar Colloquies. 


A ND as to Sermons, ſ:eing Mr. Arnaud pretcads they muſt inſpire all 

ſons with curioſity that hear them, 'rwould be juſt he ſhould rell us, firſt 
whether he believes the Preachers handled always the Euchariſt in difficult 
' rerms, ſufficient to excite the curioſity of their hearers touching the queſti. 
on how the Bread is the Body of Jctus Chriſt. Whether they explain'd 
not themſelves in terms clear and cafie , which gave no pla for this 
queſtion, Secondly, "T'would be juſt for him to tell us, whether when 
they made theſe difficult diſcourſes they cauſed all the Faithtukin general to 
come to 'em, and charged 'em not torfail of torming in their minds the que- 
ſtion, How the Bread is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. Thirdly, In ſhort it 
might be expected he ſhould rell us whether he believes that all the Audi- 
tors wereof equal capacitics to make reflections on the difficuit expreſſions 
of the Fathers, For it he docs not ſuppoſe theſe three things, there's little 
likelihood theſe expreſſions he mentions muſt have produc'd the effect in 
mens minds which hepretends. Perhaps perſons of mean capacities, who 
yet may be good men (altho they have bur little knowledg) in hearing their 
Preachers would have turn'd their minds fooner on the ſide of eafie terms, 
than that of difficult ones. Perhaps alſo ſome of 'em did let theſe difficult 
ways of ſpeaking paſs without conſidering 'em with much attention, and 
rroubling themſelves with queſtions beyond their reach : and thus may I 
_—_ the expreſſions of the Fathers ſeldom made any deep impreſſion on 
them. 


Mr. CLAUDE, ſays Mr. Arnaud, who thinks that the putting of an ex: 
travagancy into mood and figure, is ſufficient to make it concluſrve and deci. 
froe , propoſes us this in an inſulting manner. What likelihood, ſays he, 5 
there people ſhould proceed to reflettions on this myſtery t' inform themſelves 
whether it be really. FeſusChriſt or not 2 TI anſwer, -the queſtion here con- 
cerns the eight firſt Ages, and what he alledges [I ſaid, was meant of the time 
of the moſt groſs ignorance, as'twill appear to him that ſhall rake the pains 
to ſce my words in the proper place whence he has taken them. He has 
not done fairly in this matter, For altho it be acknowledged that in the 
time wherein the Paſtors took care to inſtruct their Flock , there might be 
ſome perſons who proceeded not to the queſtion , how the Sacrament was 
the Body of Jeſus Chriſt > yet would we nor be tinderſtood to ſpeak gene- 
rally of the people of that time, as if.rhere were no difference between them 
and thoſe that lived in the time when ignorance moſt prevail. 


BUT, fays Mr. Arnaud further, There's nothing more wonderful than the 
alliance which Mr. Claude makes in this imaginary order, of two qualities the 
meſt irreconcilable in the world. Enwery. body knows that an high Contemplati- 
ox does ordinarily ſuppoſe a higher knowledg of Myſteries than is to be expetted 
in the common ſort of the Faithful, Tet it ſeems the perſons of which this 
rauk conſiſts were on one hand ſo ſtupid that they comprehended nothing in the 
moſt ordinary expreſſions amongſt the Chriſtians, altho. their ears were ſtruck 
with'em in a thouſand manners ; and yet ſo ſpiritual on the other, that at the 
fight of the Sacrament, or upox the leaſt mention of it, they bad immediately 

their 
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their whole hearts ſo fixt on the Body of their Saviour , that they could not 
reflett on the words uſed in the celebration of the myſtery , or popular inſtry- 


(tions. 


EVERY body knows that to raiſe up one's devotion to our Saviour 
Chriſt who died and roſe again tor us, 'ris not neceffary to havea very high 
knowledg of Myſteries. As the Death of Jeſus Chriſt , and his Reſurre- 
Ctionare the moſl neceſſary notions of Chriſtianity, fo are they likewiſe the 
firſt; and if a man be not ſpiritual enough to ſend up his Deyorions to our 
Saviour, 'ris certain he is no Chriſtian. Neither need a man be very know. 
ing to comprehend that the Sacrament is deſign'd tor this uſe, The whole 
action of the Euchariſt leads :the moſt ſimple to this, and the ſurſum 
corda which they underſtood put them in mind of it, Bur to make refleCti. 
ons on the expreſſions of the Fatherr , when they call the Euchariſt the 
Body of Jeſus Chriſt, or faid the Bread was the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, this 
requires greaterability and curiolity. As tothe firſt, which is the lifting up 
our hcarts to our Saviour Chriſt dead and riſen , it needs only be ſuppoſed 
that the perſons of this firſt rank now before us, had learned their Creed, 
that they were not ignorant our Saviour died and roſe again for us, and 
knew the Euchariſt was intended to make us remember him, Now there 
are few Chriſtians but know this. Bur as to the ſecond, which is to make 
refleftions on the expreſiions of the Fathers, 'tis ro be ſuppoled they had 
retain'd the common expreſſions which their Paſtors uſed in their Sermons 
or Books, and becauſe they were many , and very difterent from one an- 
othcr, ſome having no difficulty , and others on the contrary being hard to 
be underſtood, we may imagin they preciſely applicd themſelves to the dit- 
ficult ones, without contenting 'emſelyes with the others: 'tis likewiſe to be 
ſuppoſed they had compared together theſe two ideas, that of the Sacra- 
ment, and thar of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, and remarkt the differences by 
a formal act of Meditation, Now all this requires ſome application of 
mind, without which 'tis very poflible that ſimple people may remain in 
the Chriſtian profeſſion. Thus we lee what's become of Mr. Arnaud's firſt 
Remark, and whether my ſuppoſition touching the perſons of the firſt rank, 
ought to be reſpected asan extravagant and ſenſes diſtinQion. 


Mr. A RN AV D's ſecond Remark contains, That 'ti falſe the uſe of 
this expreſſion CorpusChriſti, which was ſpoken to thoſe who. Communicated, 
was- according to the intention of the Church , to make them meditate on the 
Body of- Jeſus Chriſt in abſtratto ; that 'ris certain on the contrary, that this 
formulary Corpus Chriſti was defign'd to inftruit them in the truth of the 
myſtery, and exatt from'em the confeſſion of it, ſo that 'twas a formulary of In- 
Struction and a profeſſion of Faith, and not of Prattice and Aftion. 


THIS diſcourſe has all the characters of a perſon that finds himſelf in- 
tangled. What means he by meditating op the Body of Jeſus Chrilt 7» 
abſtrafto ? Is it meditating on his Death, ReſurreCtion, and fitting on the 
right hand of the Father > 'Tis certain that this was the intention of theſe 
words according to the deſign of the Goſpel, as appears by the teſtimonies 
which I alledged from the Author of the Commentaries attributed to S. 
Hierom, Primaſus an African Biſhop, and S. Bafi/; and this may be con- 
ftirm'd by ſeveral other paſſages, and by theſe words of S. Augy/t/n, We call 
Bread and Wine that which being taken from the Fruits of the Earth, 


and conſecrated by the myſtical Prayer , is recerved by us for the Salvation of 
our 
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of our ſouls in remembrance of the Death which our Lord has ſuffered for our 
fakes: And by theſe of 7atianus, Feſus Chriſt having taken the Bread and 
Wine, teſtified they were his Body and Blood , and commanded his Diſciples 
t4 cat and drink thereof , in remembrance of his approaching Suffermgs and 
Peath. Bur tor this purpole 'twere better ro read the words of S. Paul; 
Every time 'ye eat of this Bread, and drink of this Cup, ye declare 
the Lords Death till he comes. It by meditating on the Body of Jeſus Chriſt 
in ab{tratto, he means the meaitaring on it without conceiving it preſent on 
the Altar, 'ris not ſufficient to lay 'tis falſe, that this was the deſign of this 
formulary, Corpus Chriſti, according tothe intention of the Church, he muſt 
prove that the Church meant by theſe words ro repreſent this Body preſent 
in its proper ſubſtance in the Euchariſt, which is what he muſt prove if he 
deſigns ro uphold rhe Author of the Perpetuity's Argument , and does nor 
think it ſufficient, ro ſay, 7his 15 moſt falſe, 


THIS formulary, ſays he, was defign'd to inſtruft them in the truth of 
the myſtery: Who doubts it? It was a formulary of uſe, and inſtruction both 
rogether, as I plaialy intimated in my anſwer to the Author of the Perpe- 
twty 5 It behoves us only to know what is this trutly of the myſtery in 
which it inſtructs men. *Zwas, ſays he, moreover a formulary and profeſ- 
fron of Faith, and not of Prattice and Atlion. And I fay 'twas both the one 
and the other. I have proved 'twasa formulary of Practice, I acknowledg 
'twas a formulary of profeſſion of Faith. Burt that this Faich of which ir 
required the protefſion was the ſubſtantial Preſence of Jeſus Chriſt in the 
Sacrament, is whatI deny and what Mr. Ar»aud ought to prove. 7 prove 
#t, ſays he, by the word Amen which the Communicants anſwered. The Amen 
which rhe Communicants pronounced; ſignifies nothing lefs than rhis Pre- 
ſence of fubſtance. The Book of the Initiated attributed to S. Ambroſe 
draws thence only this concluſion vere carnis illius Sactamentum eſt ; It 1: 
truly the Sacrament of the Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt, The Aurhor of 'the Book 
of Sacraments, wrongly cited by Mr. Arnaud, under the name of S. Ambroſe, 
refers it to the Spitirual Communion of Jeſus'Chriſt himſelf, which we have 
in the Sacrament. ' S. Ain refers it to our ſelves; being made the Body of 
Jeſus Chriſt and his Members, The Author of the Treatile of Dreſſing the 
Lords Field; refers it to the Faith of the Death of Jeſus Chriſt , and effuſi- 
ſion of his Blood, Pope Leo refers it to the reality of the humane Nature 
of Jeſus Chrift, againſt the Error of the Eutichiens: ' And it ſignifies no- 
thing for Mr. Ar»aud to offer ſo earneſtly what this Pope ſays, Hoe ore ſ#- 
mitur quod fide creditur, & fraſtra ab illis Amen reſpondetur 2 quibus contra 
id mand accipitar diſputater, for 'tisclear enough that theſe terms fignifieno- 
thing elſe but that the Sacrament which we receive with our mouths, is a 
declaration and confirmatiort of what we oughr to believe, to wit, thar Jefes 
Chriſt has aſſum@ a real humane Nature, becauſe 'tis the Sacrament of his 
ral-Body which we receive , and that the Amer which is anſwered is the 
Seat of this trurh, ſo:that when the Herericks diſpute againft ir, they diſpure 
284inft the very Amen which they pronounce. And this is the ſenſe of Zeo, 
in 4F which there's no ſubſtantial Preſence. | | 


"X'S ro what remains, Mr. Arraud takes a ſtrange liberty. / T'told the 
Author of the Perperaity that this formulary Corpus Chriſti was a formu- 
lay of »fe and atF7on deſigned for the ſtirring up of the Communicanis to 
meditate on the Death of Jeſus Chriſt, and prov'd it very clearly by theſe 


words of the Author of the Commentaries attributed 'to S. Hierom. Our 
Saviour 
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Savioar has given us his Sacramen to the end that by this means we ſhould al. 
ways remember” THAT HE DIED FOR US, AND THEREFORE 
WHEN WE RECEIVE IT FROM THE HAND OF THE PRIEST, 
WE ARE TOLD THAT *'TIS THE BODY AND BLOOD -OF JE- 
SUS CHRIST; and by thoſe of Primaſus, Every time we do this we ought 
to remember, THAT JESUS CHRIST DIED FOR US; AND THERE. 
FORE WE ARE TOLD 'TIS THE BODY OF CHRIST, to the end 
that remembring what he has done for us we may not be ungrateful. What 
docs Mr, Arnaud hereupon? He conceals theſe paſſages , and concludes 
trom his ownauthority, 7 hat theſe notions of uſe, and this extaſie of the Soul 


* immediately tranſported by theſe words Corpus Chriſti to the meditation of 


Anſwer to the 
ſecond Trea- 
riſe of the 
Perpetuity 
part 2. ch. 2, 
page 259. In 
£aarto Edir, 


the Body of Jeſus Chriſt in abſtratto, are Mr. Claudes Dreams , exattly op- 
poſe to the ſentiments of the Fathers , and the Churches intention , and that 
there's ſmall likelihood the faithful would depart from them to dive immeds. 
ately into theſe kind of Meditations. 


'TIS certain Mr. Arnaud can conquer when he pleaſes , he ſuppreſſes 
my Arguments, recites my words in a contrary ſenſe, turns things into ri- 
dicule, and flouriſhesall rhis over with paſſionate expreſſions. Bur proceed 
we to his third remark. 


I T affirms I conclude nothing tho the falſe Principle on which I ground 
my Arguments were ſuppoſed a true one, Altho, ſays he, 'twere true that 
theſe words Corpus Chriſti were ot defigned by the Church to inſtruft the 
Faithful, but only to excite in them certain inward motions, and ſet them on 
meditating upom the Body of Jeſus Chriſt ; yet this intention of the Church 
hindred 'em from underſtanding the ſenſe of theſe words: and 'twould be til 
ridiculous to ſuppeſe , that theſe ignorant perſons ſhould ſo immediately enter 
«upon the prattice of theſe inward motions, that they could not underſtand the 
terms which the Church made uſe of to excite them, 


I AN.S W ER, Mr. Arnaud charges me with two things unjuſtly, the 
firſt, That affirm this Formulary was not defign'd by the Church to in- 
{truct the Faithful, bur only to excite internal motions in them , which I 
never imagin'd : I affirm'd expreſly rhe contrary, as may be ſeen by whoſo- 
ever ſhall conſulc-that part of my anſwer noted in the Margin. There's 
little finceriry in this imputation ; and as little in charging me with a con- 
cluſion which I do not draw, and in ſuppreſſing that which I do. I do not 
conclude the intention of the Church Thich defign'd theſe rerms , Corpus 
Chriſti toexcite inward motions in the Souls of the Communicants, ſhould 
hinder them from underſtanding the ſenſe of theſe words. I know that as the 
uſe which is made of things does not hinder but we may conſider the nature 
of 'emif we will , ſo that which is made of words does not hinder a man 
trom examining their ſenſe. Bur, I ſay, there are ſeveral perſons who ſtop at 
the bare notion of uſe without going farther, and thence I concluded it may 
be well ſuppoſed thar in the ancient Church there were ſeveral perſons who 
hearing the words Corpus Chriſti when they Communicated, applied them- 
ſelves only to the practice of the inward ff: Gions of deyotion, which theſe 
rerms excited, without going any farther , and making refle&tion on what 
the terms, being applied to the Sacrament ſignifi'd. Let any man now judg, 
whether my ſuppolition be ridiculous, extravagant and ſenſleſfs, as Mr. Ar- 
nad would make people believe; or whether 'tis nor rather by a ſpirit of 
contradiction that Mr. Arnaud. has taken upon him to refure it. ; 

c 
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I T may alſo be here confider'd by the way, whether he has had reaſon to 
call abſurd the notion I inſtanc'd rouching light, when I ſaid our conceptions 
abour it every morning are not under the idea of a body or accident, or mo- 
tion of air, burunder the idea of a thing which ſerves us and leads us forth 
tolabour. And this I thinks the ſenſe of the greateſt parr of the world, 
and perhaps of Mr. Arnaud too it he would ſpeak his mind, there being few 
petſons who think when the day begins to appear, or withdraw, of concei- 
ving the light under the notions which Philofophy offers, be they whar they 
will, Ar leaſt I have the anonimous Author of the Diſcourſe containing 
ſeveral refleCtions on the modern Philoſophy of Mr. Des Cartes on my ſide, 
for he freely acknowledges , That this idea is ſuch in effeft as Mr. Claude 
ſuppoſes it in every workman, juſt as the workman ſays, that when the light of 
the day fails him, he had rather have the light of the Lamp than that of the 
Candle, for this or that kind of work, 


CHAP. II, 


A Defence of the ſecond, third, and fourth Rank of perſons againſt 
the Objeftions of Mr. Arnaud, | 


HE firſt rank of perſons being detended againſt Mr. Arnaud's ſub- 

| tilties, it now concerns us Cr examin his ObjeCtions againſt the 

thres others, bur to do it with greater brevity : I ſhall not trouw- 

ble my ſelf with his uſeleſs words, butas ro matters of momentT ſhall not 
pals by any of 'em, 


THE ſecond rank is of thoſe that proceeded ſo far as the queſtion, how 
this viſible Bread, this ſubjett called Sacrament, is the Body of Feſus Chriſt ; 
but finding an inconſiſtency in the terms, their minds ſettled on the only difficulty 
without undertaking to ſolve it. 


Mr. ARN AV D fays, That the Fathers have not known theſe kind of Lib. 6. &. 9; 
people ; he means they have not mention'd them in their Writings. Burt ſup. pag, 575- 


poſing the Fathers never knew'em, does Mr, Arnaud believe the Fathers 
muſt needs know or expound all the ſeveral manners of taking things, which 
were praCtis'd by all particular perſons? Had they nothing elſe co do but ro 
make general inventories of mens fancies, to find out and denote diſtin&tly 
the ſtrength or weakneſs of each individual perſon. It he imagins 'tis a 
ſufficient reaſon to affirm there were nor any perſons in the ancient Church, 
who finding great difficulty in this propoſition, that the Bread is the Body 
of Jeſus Chriſt, ſtuck here without underrcaking to clear the point , ro ſay 
the Fathers have known none of this kind, he muſt acknowledg ar the ſame 
time that there were none likewiſe that took theſe words in this ſenſe, Thar 
the ſubſtance of Bread is chang'd into the ſubſtance of the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt, For I maintain that the Fathers have not known any of theſe kind 
of people, never ſpake of 'em, never offer'd *em as an,cxample to doubrers, 
nor declared that this was the true ſenſe of their expreſſions. Neither can 
it be an{wer'd, that if they have not mention'd 'em, *rwas becauſe all the 
#2 Faith- 
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Faithtul rook them in this ſenle. For Mr, Arzaud contelles himſelf, *7 is proba. 
ble that the belief of the Faithful bas been ever clear and diſtinf on the {,l. 
jet of the Real Preſence , and that they have ever known whether what was 
gives,them was or was not the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , altho they knew not al. 
ways ſo expreſly and univerſally whether the Bread did or did not remain in the 
Sacrameut. Any man may ſee what means ſuch an acknowledgment from 
Mr. Arnaud , I repeat it here again , that *ris poſſible the Faichtul did nor 
always ſo expreſly and univerſally know whether the Bread remains or nor 
in the Sacrament, which is without doubr at this time a very conſiderable 
acknowledgment. But not to extend it further than the terms will bear, 
we may at [eaſt conclude thence that the Fathers ought to ſuppoſe there 
were perſons who probably would not take theſe words ,' 7he Bread is the 
Body of Jeſus Chriſt, in this ſenſe, The ſubſtance of the Bread is changed in- 
to the ſubſtance of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt : and hereupon may be askr why 
they have not obſerv'd the exaCtneſs and quicknels of underſtanding in the 
one, to deliver the reſt from the ignorance wherein Mr. Arnaud acknoy- 
leages they may have been. 


AGAIN, whotold Mr. Arnaud that the Fathers knew not ar leaſt in 
genera] there might be perſoris who met with difficulty in this queſtion, 
Zlow the Bread can be the Body of Feſus Chriſt, becauſe of the inconliſtency 
of the terms of Bread and Body 2 This is the difficulty S. Auſtin propoſes 
in expreſs terms on behalf of perſons newly Baptiz'd , in a Sermon he 
preach'd to 'em. How, ſays he, is the Bread his Body, and the Wine his Blood? 
Theſame difticulty is propoſed by Theophylaft, Let no body be troubled, ſays 
he, that he muſt believe Bread to be Fleſh, This was the difficulty which 
the Fathers were willing to prevent or reſolve by this great number of pal- 
ſages which explain in what ſenſe we muſt underſtand the Bread to be the 
Body of Jeſus Chriſt;to wit, becauſe 'tis the Symbol of it, the ſignor figure, 
the Sacrament of it, becauſerhere's ſome kind of proportion between. Bread 
and Body, &c. as I ſhew'd in my Anſwer to the Author of the Perpetuity. 
Now what wereall theſe explications for but to help thoſe that were pcr. 
plext with theſe ways of ſpeaking, 7 he Bread us the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, the 
Bread is made the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, and who for want of fuch aſſiſtance 
mighr make thereof a rock of offence. 


NEITHER need Mr. Arnaud make ſo many exclamations, How 
ſhould thoſe people diſcern the Body of our Saviour , who were not ſolicitous to 
know him, and that the Euchariſt bore its name > What Devotion could they 
have for this myſtery, ſeeing Devotion ſuppoſes Inſtruttion 2 Altho they knew 
not how 'twas meant the Bread was the Body , yet did not this hinder 'em 
from having a reſpect forour Saviour's Body, from having a real Devotion, 
conſidering that our Lord was dead and rifcn tor 'em , unleſs according to 
Mr. Arnaud it be no real Devotion to meditate on the Death and Reſurre- 
Ction of Chriſt. Neither did this hinder 'em from receiving with great reſpect 
che Bread-and Wine, as pledges and remembrances of our Lords Body and 
Blood. For 'tis not impoflible for perſons ro know the Euchariſt to be a 
remembrance of the, Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt , and that alſo the 
Bread and Wine are ſaid to be the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, without 
knowing that the firſt of theſe expreſſionsis the cauſe of the ſecond, which 
is to ſay, thatthe Bread 4nd Wine are ſaid to be this Body and Blood , be- 
cauſe they are the memorials and pledges of it. 


" But 


” 
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BY T, fays Mr. Arnaud, This lazineſs which makes the charafter of this Page 576, 


ſecond order", would laſt their whole life , and not only fome little ſpace of 
time, Thr it would do fo, we never told Mr. Arnaxd, *tis his addition; 
"Twas a lazyneſs in a matter of the greateſt concernment, | confels 'tis very 
important to make a good ule of the Sacrament , which is what I ſuppole 
thele perions did ; bur when a man ſhall find difliculty in knowing how the 
Bread is rhe Body of Jeſus Chriſt, and knows not how to ſolve it, we mult 
not theretore deſpair of his faivation; 7 his, fays he again, is 1a lazineſs 
frem which a man may be freed by the leaſt queſtion offer'd to a Prieſt or Laick 
that is knowing, by the inſtrattions which the Paſtors gave to thoſe rhat were 
admitted ta th: Communion, and by thoſe they every day gave to the people 
concerning this myſtery. 'Tis true they might be freed from it by a chou- 
ſand exprefiions of the Farhers , which dcnoted rhe Bread and Wize are 
calied the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt by an exchange ot names 
which is made between the ſigns and the things ſignifd. But we are not 
wot to do every thing immediately which wecan do; and 'tis not to be 
deny bur ſeveral were freed irom it by this means; bur this does not hin- 
der but thac we may reaſonably conceive a rank ot perſons who had not of 
'emſelycs fufficienc knowledg to clear this difticuity. | 


Mr. 4 RN 47 D carneſtly demands of us, Why theſe people did not Page 517.518; 


wnd:er/tand the Bread to be the Body of Feſus Chriſt in a ſenſe of Tranſubſtan- 
tiation, or ina ſenſe of Conſukjtantiation, 'rather than to take them in this 
fenſe, that the Bread remaining Bread was the Body of Jeſus Chriſt ; ſeeing 
the ſenſe of Tranſubſtait iation has been follow'd by all Chriſtians fince fix ban- 
dre years; and that of Conſabſtantiation has fs embraced by the Luther- 
ans whereas the laſt ſenſe has been follow'd by no body, and as yet never en- 
tred into any mans thoughts, Ianſwer in two words, 'twas becauſe neither 
Tranſubſtanriation, nor Conſubſtanrtiation were then found out , and that 
thele perſons we [peak of had not Philoſophy enough to invent 'em them- 
ſelves. They tollow'd nature, which will not ſufter us to rake otherwile 
this propoſition, if we underſtand it literally , chan by conceiving the ordi- 
nary idea of real Bread, and che common notion of a real Body ; thar is to 
fay ewo inconſiſtent ideas. Morcover, not to infift upo1 what Mr. Arnaud 
ſays, thac the ſenſe of Tranſubitanriation has been tollow'd by all Chriſtians 
for this fix hundred years ; after what has becn ſeen hicherro we may judg 
what truth there is in this propoſition. Neither do I at preſent mind whar 
he ſays, thar the laſt ſenſe has been follow'd by no body: this1s as little rruc 
as the reſt, Ruzert held the aſſumption of rhe Bread , John of Paris has 
openly aſſerted it; not ro mention herethar the true opinion of the Greek 
Church ſince Damajcen 1s, that the Bread remaining Bread is the Body of 
Jelus Chritt by the union of the Divinity, and by way of augmentation of 
the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. But when there's occaſion ro deny or affirm 
things, Mr. Arnaud iS always at his liberty. 


I SAID that theſe perſons of the ſecond rank ot whom we now (peak, 
finding great inconſiſtency in theſe rerms, Bread and Body of Feſus Chriſt, 
found no ſenſe in this propoſition, 7 he Bread is rhe Body of Jeſus Chriſt, and 
that ir appcar'd ro them unintelligible. Mr. Arnaud fays hereupon , That 
when two incon/iſtent notions are affirmed one of another, we learn three things. 
I, Theſe two notions affirm'd, that is to ſay , the notion of each one of the 
terms, 2. The affirmation which is made of 'em. 3, The falſity and impoſ- 
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Page 580, 


ſibility of this affirmation, and that if «this propoſition is of a perſon to whon; 
we cannot attribute a falſity, we have a. fourth knowledg, which is, that this 
impoſſible affirmation is not the ſenſe which rhe Author of the propoſition had 


. in his mind, I grant this. Burl grant not the conſequence he would draw 


hence, that one knows an inconſiſtent ſenſe ; tor that which he calls an incon- 
ſiſtent ſenſe is not aſenſe. We know an inconfiſtency, a mutual repug. 
nancy of terms which cannot be reconcil'd ; but we do not conceive a {nk 
Mr. Arnaud ſays, That this Philoſophy ſurpaſſes his underſtanding, and ſeems 
to him to contain a manifeſt falſity. We muſt then endeayour to explain it 
to him, and make him ecknomſaignke truth of it. And for this effect jr 
muſt be ſuppoſed that we ſpeak here of an affirmative propoſition,7 he Bread 
35 the Body of Jeſus Chriſt ; that we ſpeak of perſons who reſpetted the 
three terms of which this propoſition conſiſts, according to their literal ſig. 
nification , conceiving the common idea of Bread, the common idea of a 
human Body, and taking the term e/t in a ſenſe of being real. This being 
ſuppoſed, I fay, that in reſpect of an affirmative prepoſition, a ſenſe is a 
notion which unites two idcas, and in which a mans mind may acquieſce, 


bl 


cither in deceiving or not deceiving it ſelf; if it be not deceiv'd, 'tis a real 
ſenſe, if it be 'tis a falſe ſenſe. The knowledg of an inconſiſtency is on 
the contrary a notion that ſo ſeparates two ideas , that it makes them op- 
poſe and overthrow one another, and declares them irreconcilable. Now 
ris not to be imagin'd that a man can reconcile in his mind two ideas which 
his underſtanding judges to be abſolutely repugnant. To conceive a ſenſe, 
iS tO conceive a x Sa poſſible , to conecive an inconſiſtency is to conceive 
that there is therein an impoſlibility ; to conceive a ſenſe is to conceive a 
ſtate wherein the mind orunderſtanding may ſubſiſt ; whereas to conceive 
an inconſiſtency, is to.conceive that there is not there a ſtare wherein the 
mind can ſubſiſt. Ir is. then certain, as I faid, that an inconſiſtency is not a 
ſenſe, and that 'tis toſpeak abuſively to fay an inconſiſtent ſenſe ; be this is 
as much as to ſay a ſenſe which is not a ſenſe, a ſenſe is a notion which unites 
two ideas, and an inconſiſtency diſunites them. 4/7 Mr. Claudes ſubtilty, 
or rather deceit, ſays Mr. Arnaud, lies in that he does not diſtinguiſh between a 
conceiv'd and an expreſſed ſenſe, and a ſenſe believ'd and approv'd of. 'Tis 
certain that thoſe who find a propoſition includes an inconſiſtency according to 
the letter, and ſee no other ſenſe therein, do approve no other ; but 'tis not true 
that they conceive no other ſenſe therein, for they concerve an inconſiſtent ſenſe, 
which is to ſay, that they conceive only inconſiſtent terms are therein affirmed, 
and therefore diſapprove of 'em , and conclude from the inconſiſtency of this 
ſenſe, that this is not the ſenſe of the propoſition of the Scripture and the 
Church. 


BUT Mr. Arnaud's Philoſophy has given here a falſe ſtroke; for, for 
to ſay that a man conceives an inconſiſtent ſenſe, is to ſpeak abſurdly. We 
muſt diſtinguiſh between thoſe that offer an inconſiſtent propoſition , and 
thſe that judg it inconſiſtent. Thoſe that offer it , do not always ſee the 
inconſiſtency of the terms, either becauſe they conceive them under re- 
ſpecs wherein th' inconſiſtency does not diſcover it ſelf, or becauſe they 
conceivethem confuſedly, and in ſuch a manner wherein they hide from 
themſelves the contradiction, and then thoſe that judg of their propoſiti- 
on enter into their thoughts , and conceive the ſenſe which the others have 
imagin'd to be poſſible, altho incffe&t ir be not. They ſuſpend a while their 
own judgments, to put themſelves in the place of ar rv and by this means 


conceive this apparent poſſibiliry which has deceiv'd them. But this is not 
2 
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ro conceive an inconſiſtent ſenſe, bur on the contrary a ſenſe that appears 
conſiſtent and reaſonable to abuſed perſons, altho at bottom it be otherwiſe.” 
Whilſt a man judges of ir according to the falſe lights of theſe perſons, he 
calls it a ſenſe, becauſc his mind acquieſces therein, as ſecing nothing therein 
impoſſible, bur as ſoon as he judges of it upon th', account of th* inconſi- 
ſtency of the terms, 'tis no longer a ſence, 'tis a mere contradiction that has 
no ſenſe, and which is unintelligible. I conteſs, that as mens minds arc ſub- 
ject ro teartul capricio's , it ſometimes happens that they advance propoſiti- 
ons, wherein contradictions are fo evident that they muſt needs have ſcen 
'em themlelves:ſuch as is that of this Philſoſopher mention'd by Mr. Arnaud, 
who afhirmed, That if God pleas'd, two and two ſhould not be four : but in * 
this caſe 'cis requiſite to ſay that theſe perſons impoſe on the world , and un- 
derſtand not themſelves what they fay. For, tor to ſay that a man can 
* make to himſelf a ſenſe of a dance , "when it appears to him to be a 


contradiction, that he can unite two ideas, by aftirming one of the other at 
the fame time, wherein he ſces they cannot be accorded ; that is to ſay, that 

© he can perſuade himſelt that a thing is poſſible, ev'n then when it ſeems to 
him to be impoſſible. It this be Mr. Arna«d's Philoſophy, he muſt Philoſo- 
phiſe by himſelf tor me. 


"TIS thenclear, I had reaſon to fay, that this ſecond rank of perſons, 
which I ſuppoſed in the ancient Church , who found inconſiſtency in the 
terms of this propoſition , The Bread is the Body of Feſus Chriſt, conceiv'd 
properly no ſenſeatall in it. For asto their parts they could not find any in 
it, ſeeing the propoſition to them ſeem'd inconſiſtent, Neither could their 
Paſtors help'em, ſeeing 'tis laid down for a maxim , that they knew not in 
what ſenſe;the Fathers underſtood it. But, fays Mr. Arnaud, not knowing page 5 85, 
any other way to make tbe Euchariſt to be the Body of Feſus Chriſt , they muſt 
make an entire ſeparation of the Bread and Body, and abſolutely deny the pre. 
ſence and exiſtence of Jeſus Chriſt in the Bread , which is rejefing the Real 
Preſence. I anſwer that this is not a good concluſion, the perſons of which 
we ſpeak tound no ſenſe inthe propoſition, The Bread is the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt, the two ideas of Bread and Body appeared to them inconſiſtent, 
they knew no other means of making the Bread to be the Body, I grant, bur 
ſeeing *twas a propoſitjon of their Paſtors, whom they would nor charge 
with falſity; and being taught it as from the authority of Jefus Chriſt him- 
ſelf, tis not to be doubted but they acknowledg'd in general that it muſt have 
a good ſenſe, althothey knew not which was this good ſenſe ; and therefore 
I faid in my anſwer to the Perpetuity, that their minds ſtopt at the only diffi 
culty, without undertaking to reſolve it. *Tis fruitleſs ro enquire whether 
they rejected by a poſitive judgment the unity of theſe two ſubſtances Bread 
and Body, or Whether their minds hung in ſuſpenſe , notwithſtanding what 
appear'd to 'em from th* inconſiſtency of rhe terms. | I have nor attributed 
to them this reje&tion, as Mr. Arnaud fays I have, in impertinently trani- 
ferring what I ſaid of them, who went as far as the Sacramental ſenſe, to 
thoſe of this ſecond rank , who proceeded not fo far. But whether they 
formally rejected this unity of two ſubſtances, or only ſuſpended rheir judg- 
ments, it is clear they neither rejected Tranſubſtantiartion, nor Conſubſtan- 
tiation ; for neither one nor the other of theſe two opinions eſtabliſhes thy 
unity of theſe rwo ſubſtances Bread and Body, in the ſenſe we — 
here, that.is to ſay, by affirming that the Bread remaining Bread is the Bo- 
dy of Jeſus Chriſt. They may have deny'd the Real Prefence in this laſt 
ſenſe, that is to ſay, judged that the Bread remaining Bread, cannot be _ 

Body * 
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Body of Jeſus Chriſt; bur asto other ways fince foun4 out to make the 
Bread to be the Body , having no knowledg of 'em, they could not rejc& 
them. They rejected (it you will) the unity of the two ſubſtances, the 
conceived no ſenlein this expretiion, the Bread is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt; 
yetthey acknowledg'd it mult have a good and a true one, altho they knew 
nor in particular which that was, they carry'd oft their minds from this dif. 
ficulty, but in all this they conceiv'd no diſtin& notice either of Tranſub. 
{tantiation or Conſubſtanriation, 


I'N vain does Mr. Arnaud endeavour to perſuade us, That the natural 


idea of theſe werds, The Bread 1s the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, in explaining them 


in the uſual manner was, that appearing Bread "twas not ſo, but the very Body 
of Jeſus Chriſt, and that "tis a renouncing all the lights of reaſon to pretend 
that this jo common, true, and authoriz'd ſenſe by cuſtom never entred into the 
thoughts of any man during eight hundred years. All this ſignifies nothing, 
jecing his pretended ſenſe is contrary to nature, the queſtion concerning 
Bread which a man ſeerh, and which all the notices of tenſe and reaſon a{- 
lure to be Bread, theſe ſame notices do not inform us that *tis nor Bread, or 
that 'ris only an appearance of it. The queſtion likewiſe concerning a B9- 
dy which we know is in Heaven, and which is like uato that which we 
have, the norices of reaſon urge not a man to underſtand that this Body is 
there under the appearance ot Bread, So that ſhould we ſuppole that du- 
ring eight hundred ycars this fenic entred not into any bodies-rhoughts , we 
{all ſuppoſe nothing but what's very natural and reaſonable. But, fays Mr. 
Arnaud, when Raphacl led young Toby , if any one that knew who he was 
{hould ſay, this Man whom you ſee 1s an Angel, Toby would not have imagin'd 
that he was both Man and Angel too; but eaſily conceive he meant only, that 
appearing Man he was reaily an Angel. But docs not Mr. Arnaud conſider 
that this cxample is quite different trom our caſe? When the Ange's appear'd 
uuder the torm of men, there wasalways ſome ſenſible character rhar diſtin- 
ouiſh'd them , and eaſily ſhew' rhere was ſomething more than natural in 
'em. There's nothing like this in the Bread , th' apparition of Angels in a 
humane thape, was very trequent under the old Teſtament, and 7oby was 
inſtructed in his infancy inthe belief of thiss This apparition of the Body 
ot Jeſus Chriſt under the form of Bread was unheard ot in the Church, We 
know that an Angel leaves Heaven , when he comes to appear on Earth 
ina humane ſhape ; whereas we know on the contrary that the Body of Je- 
tus Chriſt 1s ſoin Heaven thar it will not leave that place till the lalt Judg- 
ment, We know an Angel is of a ſpiritual nature, and a man conſults not 
his eyes to know whether he is preſent or not; but we*know that che 
Body ot Jeſus Chriſt is of a ſenſible nature, tli*' object of our ſighrand feel- 
ing. Ha then any one aid to 7oby, This man whom you f# is an Anget, 
perhaps 7oby had taken this propoſition in Mr. Arnaud's ſenſe, becauſe he 
would have been led toir, by what | now come from repreſenting touching 
th' appearance of Angels, Burt ſuppoſe as we ought to ſuppoſe in this place 
of our diſpute a man that knows notas, yet the Dottrin of Tranſubſtantia- 
tion, nor that of Conſubſtantiation ; that knows not the Principles of it, 
thar nevergheard of it, nor of an appearance of Bread without its ſubſtance, 
nor of a humane Body, impalpable, inviſible, and exiſtent in ſeveral places 
ara time; and moreover, knows that the Body of Jeſus Chriſt is in Hea- 
veh. Let this man berold the Bread is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, 'ris certain 
thar the light of reaſon will never lead him to this violeng explicarion , That 
that which appears Bread, and is not, is the very Body of Feſus Chriſt in ſub- 


ſtance. 
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ſtance. As to the reſt, Mr. Arnaud ought not to abuſe ſeveral pailaves of 
Calvin, Beza, and Zuinglius difpuring againit thole called Lutherans. Thor 
ſenſe is, rhar it chcle words, this is my Brdy , may be literally underſtood, 
we muit rather admit the ſenſe of the Roman Charch than that of the Lu- 
therans, But it does not hence follow thar the fenſe of the Roman Church 
is the moſt natura! one, nvr thar the people mult find it of rhemfolves ; this 
conſequence docs not any ways foliow, 


$O that hereare two of the ranks ot perſons which Þ atlerred detivered 
from the unjuſt purſuits of Mr. Arnaud: 7 he third, tays he, #5 lefs trouble- 


ſome than the others. Why 2 Becauſe, adds he; it conſiſts only of perſons that 


believed the Real Preſence, and had a dijiintt Faith of it > This rank 15 of 
thoſe, who going as far as the queſtion 5 Flow the Sacrament is the Body 6f 
Jeſus Chriſt 2 proceeded alſo to the ſolution of it ; bat their minds jlopt at ge- 
weral terms, as that Jeſus Chriſt is preſent to us in the Sacrament , and that 
we roceiwve therein his Bod) and Blood without ſearching a greater light. Tis 
certain, lays Mr. Arnaud, there might be in effett faithſul perſovs in the an- 
cient Church that penetrated no farther into this Myjtery than barely to br 
lieve that Feſus Chrijt is therein preſeat, and that we receive thereia his Bo- 
dy and Blood. God be praifed that we have at length once.faid fomerhing 
which Mr. Arnaud docs not contradict. And to return him the ſame kind- 
neſs do rei] him, that what he grants here does not at all diipleate me. . For 
this plainly thews there were faithful people in the ancient Church that 
knew nothing of Tranſubſtantiation, bur conceiv'd only a Preſence of Jeſus 
Chriſt in che Sacrament, and a reception. of his Body and Blood. under a 
general notion : yer Mr. Arnaud pretends that this notion , how general ſo. 
evcr it might be, was diſtin&tly the Real Preſence. Which is what I deny, 
and muſt examin. The queſtion is then only whether theſe perſoas be: 
liev'd diſtinctly the. Real Preſence, he pretends it and I deny ir. 


7 HE1 knew, ſays Mr. Arnaud, aeither the key of Figure, nor the key of 
Virtue, according to the Hypotheſis it ſelf. So that neither the preſence of Vir- 
'tue, nor the preſence of fizare came into their thonghts, T grant it. What 
preſence then could they concerve but the Real Preſexce, but the Real Recepti- 
en 2 And why muſt they have given fo theſe words another ſenſe than that 
which they naturally have > This is ill concluded. They would have con- 
ceiv'd a confus'd and general idea of Preſence without deſcending to a par- 
ticular and precilediſtinftion. I confels 'tis very hard for perſons that have 
their ſight, and never fo little of common ſenſe , not to acknowieds that 
the Body of Jeſus Chriſt is not in the Euchariſt ia this ordinary and corpo- 
real manner, by which a body is naturally in one place : and I am fufficient- 
ly perſuaded that thoſe perſons in queſtion could nor come fo far as to en- 
quire how the Euchariſt is the Body ot Jctus Chriſt, without conceiving the 
idea of his viſible and fenſihle Preſence to reject it : but we thail ſuppoſe 
nothing that is unreaſonable, in ſaying that in carrying oft rheir thoughts 
from this corporcal Exiſtence, they conceiv'd it prefent under a. very coi. 
tuſed notion; for 'tisa uſual thing with perſons that are unlearned, to con- 
ſider things ina contuſed manner; and therefore we commonly fee rhey 
cannot expreſs themſelves otherwiſe than in certain obſcure and general 
terms, which do never well ſhew what they have in their minds. Ir can- 
not be deny'd but this kind of confuſed ideas are uſual among people. Bur 
Mr. Araaud muR not imagin that theſe perions of whom we ſpeak believed 
the ſfubltantial Preſence of rhe Body of Jeſus Chriſt in the Sacrament, for re- 
jecting 
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jecting the idea of the corporal Prelerfce, as 'ris likely they did by the very 
inſtin&t of nature, to maintain they believ'd a ſubſtantial Preſence, we muſt 
ſuppoſe either.that they had the idea of another manner of ſubſtantial pre. 
ſence of a body than the corporeal one, or at leaſt that they knew there was 
ſome other which was not leſs a ſubſtantial Preſence than the corporeal one, 
altho they knew it not. Now of theſe two ſuppoſitions the firſt is acknoy. 
ledged robe talſe by Mr. Arzaud himielt, and the ſecond is wholl y contrary 
to reaſon; tor who ſhould inform them there was another manner of a ſfuh- 
ſtantial preſence of a body than a corporeal one? Nature ſhews us no other, 
the expreſſions of their Paſtors mention'd no other ; whence then muſt they 
have it ? It muſt then be faid they had a cgnfuſed idea of another manner of 
preſence than the ſubſtantial one, they bgheld ir in the expreſſions of their 
Paſtors, felt it in the motions of theif Conſciences ; but to denote pre: 
ciſely what that was, was what rhey could not otherwiſe do than by gene- 
ral terms of preſence, reception, and ſuch like, Now this was in cff<Ct to 
believe not a ſubſtantial Preſence, bur a Preſence of union, a Preſence of (a 
lutary efficacy, in reference to the Soul, altho they comprehended it not in 
its full diſtinCtion. 


THE fourth rank isof thoſe who after they had been puzled with the in- 
conſiſtency of the terms of Bread and Body of Jeſus Chriſt , found the real 
knot of this difficulty, to wit, that the Bread is the Sacrament , the memo- 
rial and pledg of the holy Body of our Redeemer. They found it , ſays Mr. 
Arnaud, becauſe it pleaſes Mr. Claude to ſuppoſe ſo, but 'twas after a long 
ſearch. My ſuppoſition contains nothing but what we ſce happens every 
day in the world. *Tis certain there are perſons who be tull of doubts, thus 
is no wonder, and we find *em not ſo eaſily freed from them ; they eſteem 
themſelves happy when after a long ſearch they get them refolved. What 
extraordinary matter is there thenin this ſuppoſition. 


BUT whilſt they were in ſearch of it , and could not find it , adds Mr. 
Arnaud, dares Mr. Claude ſay their minds were not ſmitten with any idea of 
the Real Preſence by all the paſſages and inſtruttions of the Fathers. They 
never knew of any key of Virtue, or Figure, how then underſtood they the words 
of the Fathers which aſſured them that "the Lamb of God is preſent on the Eu- 
chariſtical Table ; that the Bread appearing Bread was not ſo , but the Body 
of Jeſus Chriſt ; that we drink the immortal Blood of Jeſus Chriſt ; that the 
Blood of Jeſus Chriſt is added to ours; that it enters into us; that this fin- 
gle Body,which is diſtributed to ſo many thouſands is entire in each of 'em ; that 
"tis the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt in truth ; that we muſt not doubt of it, 


ſeeing he has ſaid ſo himſelf ; that altho what we ſee has nothing like to a hu- 


man body, yet none refuſe to believe what Chriſt himſelf has aſſerted to be true ; 
that the Bread is changed into the very Body of Jeſus Chriſt ; that the Bread 
2s made the Body of Feſus Chriſt by the ineffable operation of the Holy Spirit ; 
that we muſt not won oo the uſual courſe of nature in the Body of Feſus Chriſt. 
Mr. Claude cannot defend himſelf from theſe paſſages, but by applying to em 
his keys of Virtue and Figure, and enduring a thouſand vexations oppofit ions. 
Now theſe perſons being ſtrangers to theſe inventions , conceived the literal 
idea of theſe words, they conceived that Feſus Chriſt entred into us, that twas 
not Bread, but the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , that 'twas not to be queſtion d; that 
they ought to give their ſenſes the. lye : and thus during'all the time of this 


ſearch, they had maugre Mr. Claude , the Real Preſence ſtill in their 


minds. 
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T O make this arguing good , there muſt.be ſeveral things ſuppoſed, 
which Mr. Arnaud himſelt will not approve to be reaſonable. Firſt, we muſt 
ſuppoſe that thoſe of this fourth rank now in queſtion , had cither heard a 
great part of the Fathers preach, which the Roman Church alledges in her 
own favour as well Greeks as Latins of ſeveral Ages, orread almoſt all their 
Writings concerning the Euchariſt; for what Mr. Arnaud now recited to 
us is a rhaplody of ſeveral expreſſions to-be found here and there in 
Gelafius of Cyzique , Cyril of Jeruſalem , Chryſoſtom ; Cyril of Alexandria, 
Gregory of lyſſe, Heſychius, Gaudencius, Epiphany, Damaſcen and Ambroſe. 
Secondly, We mult ſuppoſe they made an cxact colleCtion of all theſe ex- 
preſſions of the Fathers which Mr. Arnaud abuſes, and put them altoge- 
ther to makea better ſurvey of them,and grounded thereupon their difficul- 
ty. Thirdly, We muſt ſuppolethar thoſe of this tourth rank did all the ſame 
thing, or at leaſt, communicated this rhaploudy to one another, to behold 
therein all of 'em rhe Real Preſence during the time of their doubting, 
Fourthly, We muſt ſuppoſe they took care to collect nothing that might 
carry oft their minds from rhe Real Preſence, or offer 'em contrary objects. 


LET Mr. Arnaud conſider, if he pleaſes, that thoſe of this fourth rank 
now in queſtion are a middle fort af people , whom we ſuppoſe to be per- 
ſons of ſmall reading, or ſtudy, who were not capable of making cither for 
themſelves or tellows, colleCtions of difficultpaſſages, but only heard their 
Paſtors fay that the Bread of the Euchariſt is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, or is 
made the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, For when we ſuppoſe perſons that knew 
all theſe expreſſions of the Fathers propoſed by Mr. Arnaud, and that have 
collected 'em, "twill be juſt to ſuppoſe likewiſe they were not ignorant that 


the Fathers taught alſo, That what we ſee on the Altar is Bread and Wine, 


creatures and fruits of the Earth; that they are ſigns and myſtical ſymbols 
of the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt ; that theſe eh leave not their own 


nature, but remain in their firſt ſubſtance ; that our Saviour Chriſt has honored. 


themwith the name of his Body and Blood, not in changing their nature, but 
in adding grace to their nature ; that Jeſus Chriſt as he is God is every where, 
but as Man is in Heaven ; that his Body muſt be in one place ; that when his 
Fleſh was on Earth it was not in Heaven, and that being now in Heaven, it is 
not certainly upon Barth; that the Bread is not properly his Body, nor the Wine 
his Blood, but ſo cald, inaſmuch as they contain the myſtery of 'em ; that our 
Saviour has made an exchange of names, having given to his Body the name of 
Symbol ; that he has called the Bread his Body, to the end we might know that 
e whoſe Body the Prophet had anciently figured by Brefid , has now given to 
Bread the figure of his Body. By this means when Mr. Arnaud pretends 
the former paſſages gave the idea of a Real Preſence, I may pretend like- 
wiſe that theſe laſt mention'd carried the ſame perſons off from it , and led 
em to a Sacramental ſenſe. Bur as I faid, it 1s not needtul to put them of 
this fourth rank upon collecting paſſages out of the Fathers on either hand, 
ſeeing we ſuppoſe they were only meanly inſtructed in points of Religion. 


T O finiſh this Chapter, and the defence of the ſecond, third, and fourth 
ranks of perſons which I-ſuppoſed were in the ancient Church, we have on- 
ly roanſwer in few words an objection which Mr. Arraud has propoſed in 
his tenth Chapter, which reſpects theſe three ranks in general ; I mean the 
ſecond, third, and fourth : which objection conſiſts in this, That there being 
two ſorts of doubts, the one in which a man underſtands and conceives a ebing, 
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but knows not whether it be or be not, whether is poſſible or impoſſible ; as when 
a man doubts wheeher Beaſts think, whether our blood circulates in the body ; 
others wherein a man knows not what makes the doubt ; as when one doubts of 
the cauſes of the flux and reflux of the Sea, or of the ſenſe of a paſſage of 
Scripture, when the ſenſe which appears is falſe, and yet a man ſees no other ; 
there is this difference between theſe two ways of doubting that in the firſt, 
there's no need to have the thing explained to us, "tis ſufficient we have proofs 
groen us of it, But the ſecond which includes an ignorance of the manner, yeceſ- 
farily requires an explication. * That the doubt or ignorance which Mr, Claude 
attributes to three of the ranks, which compoſe his ſyſtem, is of this ſecond kind, 
that is to fay one of theſe doubts which have need of information and explica- 
tion of the manner of the thing, being the perſons in queſtion were offended at 
the inconfiſtency of theſe terms, Bread and Body., and knew not how it could 
be true , that the Bread was the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , or chang'd into the 
Body of Feſus Chriſt ; ſo that their ignorance cquld not be cured, but by ſheu. 
ing 'em the manner in which the Bread might be the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , to 
wit, in Figure aed Virtue. In the mean time the doubt againſt wbich the Fa. 
thers have pretended to fortifie the Faithful is removed by the ſame Fathers by 
confirming and ſeveral times repeating that the Euchariſt is the Body of Je- 
ſus Chriſt without the addition of an explication of Figure, or Virtue. Whence 
it follows, that the doubt they would take away is not in any wiſe that which 
Mr. Claude attributes to three of his ranks. For his doubt requires not proofs 
tut illuſtrations, that is to ſay, the queſtion is not to prove the Euchariſt to be 
the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, but toexplain in what ſenſe this is true. Now in 
all the paſſages of the Fathers wherein they mention a doubt , they are only 
ſolicitous to prove that the Euchariſt is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , without ay 
elacidation, and they prove it by,theſe words, Hoc eſt corpus meum: or h 
theſe, Panis quem epodabo caro mea eſt , .or by the divers examples of the 
Power of God the Creation of the world, the Miracles of the Prophets, and by 
that of the Intarnation. 


I PRETEND not to examin here all the parts of this diſcourſe, twill 
be fufficient ro make ſome remarks which will clearly diſcover the imperti- 
nency of it, Firſt, The diviſion Mr. Arnaud makes of the doubrs is inſut- 
ficient for the ſubje& weare upon; for he ſhould again ſubdiyide into two, 
the ſecond kind of doubt, and fay that ſometimes thoſe that doubr in being 
ignorant of the cauſes or manner of the thing, yer do nevertheleſs acknow- 
ledg the truth of the thing it ſelf, and hotd it tor certain, altho they know 
not how it is. Thus when a man doubrs of the cauſes of the flux, or reflux 
of the Sea, he yet believes that this flux and reflux is rrue. When Divines 
doubr of the manner after which God knows contingent matters, this hin- 
ders *em not from believing he knows them 3 and when they doubr concern- 
ing the manner in whichthe three perſons exiſt, in one and the ſame eflence, 
this does not hinder them from believing that they do exiſt, But ſomc- 
times the ignorance of the mantier makes people doubt of rhe truth of rhe 
thing it ſelf. Thus Ne/forius not being able tro comprehend how the two 
Natures make but one Perſon in Jeſus Chriſt ,, doubted of this truth , that 
there were in Jeſus Chriſt two Natures and one Perſon; and not only doubt- 
ed of it, but deny'd it. Thus Pelayius , becauſe he could not underſtand 
how Grace operates inwardly on the hearts of the Faithfvl rejected this 
operation. We may call this firſt doubr a doubt proceeding from mere 1g- 
norance , and the ſecond a doubt of incredulity. comers , Mr. Arnaud 

| 


takes no notice that the doubt which ariſes from the inconſiſtency of theſe 
rerms, 
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rerms, Bread and Body, fo far prevail'd in the minds of ſome, as to make 
'**&m doubr of rhe truth ir ſelf of theſe words. How can' this be; ſaid they, 


ſecing we ſee Bread and Wine, and not Fleſh and Blood, Who will doubt, Cyril Hit. 
ſays Cyril of Feruſalem, and ſay, "tis not his Blood ? Tou will tell me, per- Cattch, miſt. 1. 


haps, ſays 'the Author of. the Book, De Initzatis , I ſee quite another thing, 
how will you perſuade me I recetve the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, And the fame. 
kind of doubr we have obfervd among the Greeks of the 1 1th. Century 
in Theophylatt, Quomodo inquit ? taro non videtur : arid_ inthe 12th; in TA 
colas Methontenſis ; tor he' entitles his Book , Againſt thoſe that doubt and. 
fay the Conſecrated Bread and Wine are not the Body and Blood of our Ford 
Teſus Chriſt. Perhaps, ſays he, you doubt, and do not believe , becauſe you 
ſee not Fleſh and Blood, but Bread and Wine. Thirdly, Mr, Arnaud takes 
notice, that when we have to do with theſe kind ot. doubters, who will not 
acknowledg the truth of thething it ſelf, becauſe they are. ignorant of the 
manner of 1t, we uſually take ſeveral ways to perſuade them; ſometimes 
we confirm the thing it felt, without expounding to 'em the manner, altho it 


berhe ignorance of the manner which makes them doubt of the thing, Thus 


our Saviour ſeeing the doubt of the Capernaits , Zow can he give us his 
fleſhto eat? did not ter about explaining the manner of this manducarioa to 
'em, bur oppoſes 'em by a reiterared w une o—s of what he had told 'cm. 
Verily, verly, fays he, if you eat not the Fleſh of the Son of man and drink his 
Bleed, you will have no life in you, &c:. Sometimes the explication of rhe 
thing and the manner of it are joyn'd together ; and thus our Saviour dealt 
with the doubt of Nicodemus, How can a man be born when he is old; can 
he enter again into his Mothers\womb and be born? Verily, verily , fays out 
Saviour, / ſay unto you, unleſs a man be born of Water and of the Spirit, he 
cannot enter into the Kingdom of God. | Theſe words do at the fame time both 
confirm and explain. Burt when we have to do with doubters that ate on- 
ly ignorant of. the manner without calling into queſtion the truth of the 
thing, then we: uſually explain only the manner without confirmirig any 
more the thing, becauſe this alone is ſufficient to inſtru&t them; and *ris 
thus the Angel beſpeaks the Virgin : ZZow, faid ſhe, can this be, for 1 know 


not a man 2 The Holy Spirit, ſays he, ſhall come upon thee, and the virtue of . 


the moſt high ſhall overſhadow thee ; therefore alſo that holy thing which ſhall 
be born of thee, ſhall be called: the Son of God; 


T O apply theſe things tothe preſent occaſion, I ſay the Fathers had to 


do'with two ſorrs of Doubrers ; the one whe were only ignorant of the 
manner, how the Bread is, or is made the Body of Jeſus Chriſt > but yet 
who held the propoſition to be true, altho they knew not the ſenſe of it : and 
they are thoſe that make up the third, ſecond, and fourth rafks in niy An- 
ſwer tothe Perpetuity: others who went fo far as to call in queſtion the 
truth of the propoſition under pretence they undetſtood not the manner of 
it, As to theſe laſt, ſuppoſing the Farhers contented themſelves with ſome- 
times confirming their propoſition by the words of Jeſus Chriſt , who is 
Truth ir ſelf, ic muſt nor be rhought ſtrange ; the nature of the doubr led 
'em to this : yer is it true they have always added to the confitmation of 
the thing, the explication of the manner, as may be apparently juſtifi'd by 
ſeveral paſſages which we have elſewhere cited. Bur when they had only to 
do with che firſt ſort of Doubters, then they contented themſelyes with 
explaining the manner , without preſſing the -truth of the words. Thus 
does S. Auſtin, (after he had propoſed the donbr of thoſe that were newly 
Baptiz'd, ow is the Bread his Body, and the Wine his Blood?) make _ an- 
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Serm. ad inf. (ſwer, My Brethren, theſe things are called Sacraments, becauſe that which we 
ſee is one thing, ant that which we hear another ; what we ſee has corporeal 
ſpecies, but what we hear has a ſpiritual fruit. * To this end do all the Paſla- 
ges of rhe Fathers tend which declare how the Bread js the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt, to wit, or becauſe 'tis the Sacrament of it , the ſign and tigure, or 
becauſe it ſtands for it, or becauſe it communicates it to us; or becauſe 
Chriſt changes irinto the efficacy of his Fleſh ; and thoſe which term it the 
typical Body, the ſymbolical Body, the myſtical Body , and thoſe thar ar: 
tribute to the words of Chriſt a Sacramenral or figurative ſenſe; for theſe 
are as ſo many explications of the manner which ſerve to clear up the doubr 
in queſtion, | 


Mr: ARNA% D's illuſion then is a double ones for on one hand what 
ought to be reterred to one kind of doubt, he refers to another: what re. 
ters to the doubr of incredulity which reſpects the truth of the words , he 
refers to the ſimpledoubt of ignorance which conſiſts only in not knowing 
the manner how the Bread is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt : and this illuſion is 
grounded on the imperfect diviſion which he has made of the doubts. On 
the other hand he ſuppreſſes wharſoever the Fathers have faid in order to 
th' explaining in what ſenſe the Sacratnent is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , and 
ofters only what they. have faid to confirm thar ut is ſo. 'As to the paſlages 
he propoles, he ſhews bur ſmall ſincerity in telling us the Fathers add no ex- 
plication of figure or virtue; for the greateſt part.of thoſe he alledges ſpeak 
either of the Type; or F igure, of Sacrament, or ſpiritual Underſtanding, or 
Virtue. Cyril of Feruſalem ſpeaks of the type of Bread, and of the type of 
Wine. The Author of the Treatiſe De Initiatis concludes that '7is the $a. 
crament of the Fleſh of Feſus Chriſ. Gaudencius fays, That the Bread is, 
the figare of the Body of Feſus Chriſt. Chryſofom ſays that God gives us in 
the Sacrament the inte/igible or ſpiritual things by means of ſenſible. And 
Heſychius recommends toour conſideration the virtue of the Myſtery , and 

ſpiritual underſtanding of it. 


CHA'P. TIY. 
Defence of the Fifth Rank againſt the Objeftions of My. Arnaud. 


Church was of thoſe that at the hearing of theſe propoſitions the 
Bread is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, the Bread is chang d into the Bo- 
dy of Feſus Chriſt, the Bread is made the Body of Feſus Chriſt, "proceeded im- 
 mediately to their true and natural ſenſe, without perplexity or difficulty, and 
without conſidering the inconfiſtency of the terms, very well AY that 
the Bread remainivg Bread is conſecrated to be to us a Sacrament which 1m- 
parts to us our Lords Body, and theſe had a more clear and diſtintt knowledg of 
the truth, and an apprehenfion better fitted to underſtand the ſtyle and com- 
mon expreſſions of the Church. | 


T HE fifth rank of perſons which I ſuppoſed were: in the ancient 


Mr. ARNAUD ſpends all the 11th. Chapter of his ſixth Book to 


ſhew that theſt perſons , whom I ſuppoſe had neceſſarily before m__— by 
a Ul 
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a diſtinCt idea of the Real Prefence. Which is what he endeavours to prove: 
Firſt, By the example of this infinite number of Chriſtiaus which were found to 
bold in the beginning of the 11th. Century the belief of the Real Preſence, and 
who had taken up this Faith from the ſame expreſſions of the Fathers which 
ever rung in the ears of the Faithful of the firſt eight Centuries ; whence it 
without doubr follows that theſe expreſſions which have perſuaded the whole 
wardd into the belief of the Real Preſence, might well give the idea of it to thoſe 
which preceded them. Secondly, He offers the double idea which the me- 
taphorical terms offer to the mind, for they offer, ſays he, to the mind that 
' which one would have it underjtand, and ſhew it at the ſame time the image by 
which one repreſents it. T hus this expreſhon of Scripture, Vicit Leo de tribu 
Juda, puts us upon thinking that Jeſus Chriſt is. compared to a Lion by reaſon 
of his ſtrength; ſo that the word Lion forms at the ſame inſtant in the mind 
two ideas, that of the ſtrength of Chrift which is the natural idea of the thing 
conceiv'd as true, and which the Scripture would ſignifie , and the idea of a 
Lion which is the natural idea of the Word, but which is only the reſemblance 
of the truth which the Seriptare would make us conceive. It is eaſe, fays he 
moreover, to conclude hence that when.a man ſhould take all the words of the 
Fathers which expreſs the Real Preſence for metaphorical ones, when one ſtall 
give 'em all the ſenſes which the Miniſters give them, and ſuppoſe that the 
Faithful of the fifth Rank were all of *'em born every whit as metaphorical as 
Aubertin was after he had corrupted his judgment by vain wrang/ings for thirty 
years ſpace, when we ſhould grant they had all an-infuſed knowledy of 'em, and 
had 'em alſo as preſent as the firſt Principles, they could not but ſee the Real 
Preſence in the expreſſions of the Fathers, either as the true idea which the 
would mark, or as the image of this idea, but an image ſo lively and ſenſible, 
and denoted by ſuch a great number of expreſſions, that "tis impoſſible but their 
mind muſt have been touch'd with 'ew. Thirdly , Mr. Arzaxd uſes for the 
ſame deſign the example of other Miniſters, Who conceiv/d , ſays he, a li- 
teral ſenſe in the paſſages produc'd by the Catholicks. In fine he uſes' for this 
end the very paſſages of the Fathers, and eſpecially one of S. Hilary, and 


another of Gregory of Nyſſe. We ſhall anſwer in order theſe four preren- 
ded reaſons. 


AS tothe firſt which is taken from th' example of the people of the 1 1th. 
Century, it is evidently ineffectual by means of two eſſential differences 
there are between theſe people, and thoſe ot the eight firſt Centuries. The 
fiſt is, rhat the idea ot the Real Preſence, I meanot that about which we 
diſpute, was offered to thoſe of the x 1th. Cencury by the Diſciples and 
followers of Paſchaſus , who maintain'd, and taught it, and applied there- 
unto the paſſages of the Fathers, dazling the eyes of the world by falſe co- 
lours, nd giving totheſe paſſages a ſenſe which the people would never have 
diſcovered, had they been led by the lighr of nature. Bur rchere can be no- 
thing ſaid like this of the people of the eight firſt Centuries, to whom the 
idea of this ſubſtantial and inviſible Preſence was nor yet diſcovered. They 
had nor been raughr ir, nor were they told 'rwas in this fenſe they muſt rake 
the expreſſions of their Paſtors. Moreover, the people of the 1 1th. Cen- 
tury had not the clear and eaſie paſſages of the Fathers propoſed ro 'em, 
which might give the true meaning of the Sacrament, and at the fame time 
ſerve for anexplication to the obſcure expreſſions, and by this means ſhew- 
ing *em only one ſide of the thing , and making 'em' conſider ir in wrong 
circumſtances, 'twas no hard matrer fot 'em to be deceiv'd , and take that 
for a Real Preſence which was far from being ir. Bur wemuſt make another 


judg- 
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ſwer, My Brethren, theſe things are called Sacraments, becauſe that which we 
ſee is one thing, and that which we hear another ; what we ſee has corporeal 
ſpecies, but what we hear has a ſpiritual fruit. To this end doall the paſſz. 
ges of rhe Fathers trend which declare how the Bread js the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt, to wit, or becauſe 'tis the Sacrament of it , rhe ſign and figure, or 
becauſe it ſtands for it, or becauſe it communicates it to us; or becauſe 
Chriſt changes irinto the efficacy of his Fleſh; and thoſe which'term it the 
typical Body, the ſymbolical Body, the myſtical Body , and thoſe thar ar: 
tribute to the words of Chriſt a Sacramenrtal or figurative ſenſe; for theſe 
are as ſo many explications of the manner which ſerve to clear up the doubr 
in queſtion, 


Mr: 4ARNATD's illuſion then is a double ones for on one hand what 
ought to be referred to one kind of doubt, he refers to another: what re. 
ters to the doubt of incredulity which reſpects the truth of the words , he 
refers to the ſimple doubt of ignorance which conſiſts only in not knowing 
the manner how the Bread is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt : and this illuſion is 
grounded on the imperfect diviſion which he has made of the doubts. On 
the other hand he ſuppreſſes wharſoever the Fathers have faid in order to 
th' explaining in whar ſenſe the Sacratnent is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , and 
ofters only what they. have ſaid to confirm rhar ut is ſo. 'As to the paſlages 
he propoles, he ſhews bur ſmall ſincerity in telling us the Fathers add no ex. 
plication of figure or virtue; for the greateſt part.of thoſe he alledges ſpeak 
either of the Type; or Figure, or Sacrament, or ſpiritual Underſtanding, or 
Virtue. Cyril of Feruſalem ſpeaks of the type of Bread, and of the type of 
Vine. The Author of the Treatiſe De Initiatis concludes that '7is the $a. 
crament of the Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt. Gaudencius ſays, That the Bread i 
the figare of the Body of Feſus Chriſt. Chryſogom ſays that God pives us in 
the Sacrament the inteligible or ſpiritual things by means of ſenſible. And 
Heſychius recommends toour conſideration the virtue of the Myſtery , and 

Jpiritaal underſtanding of it. 
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C'H AP. IV. 
Defence of the Fifth Rank againſt the Objeftions of Mr. Arnaud, 


Church was of thoſe that at the hearing of theſe propoſitions the 

Bread is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, the Bread is chang d into the Bo- 
dy of Feſus Chriſt, the Bread is made the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, -proceeded im- 
mediately to their true and natural ſenſe, without perplexity or difficulty, and 
without conſidering the inconſiſtency of the terms, very well underſtanding that 
the Bread remainivg Bread is conſecrated to be to us a Sacrament which im- 
parts to us our Lords Body, and theſe had a more clear and diſtintt knowledg of 
the truth, and an apprehenſion better fitted to underſtand the ſtyle and com- 
mon expreſſions of the Church. 


T- HE fifth rank of perſons which I ſuppoſed were: in the ancient 


Mr. ARNAUD ſpends all the 11th. Chapter of his ſixth Book to 


ſhew thar theſe perſons, whom I ſuppoſe had neceſſarily before my a 
a diſtin 
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a diſtin& idea of the Real Prefence. Which is what he endeavours to prove. 
Firſt, By the example of this infinite number of Chriſtiaus which were found to 
hold in the beginning of the 11th. Century the belief of the Real Preſence, and 
who had taken up this Faith from the ſame expreſſions of the Fathers which 
ever rung in the ears of the Faithful of the firſt eight Centuries ; whence it 
without doubt follows that theſe expreſſions which have perſuaded the whole 
world into the belief of the Real Preſence,might well give the idea of it to thoſe 
which preceded them, Secondly, He offers the double idea which the me- 
taphorical terms offer to the mind, for they offer, fays he, ro the mind that 
which one would have it underjtand, and ſhew it at the ſame time the image by 
which one repreſents it. T hus this expreſſion of Scripture, Vicit Leo de tribu 
Juda, puts us upon thinking that Feſus Chriſt is compared to a Lion by reaſon 
of his ſtrength; ſo that the word Lion forms. at the ſame inſtant in the mind 
two ideas, that of the ſtrength of Chrift which is the natural idea of the thing 
concetv'd 25 trae, and which the Scripture would ſignifie , and the idea of a 
Lion which is the natural idea of the Word, but which is only the reſemblance 
of the truth which the Seriptare would make us conceive. Jt is eafie, ſays he 
moreover, to conclude hence that when.a man ſhould take all the words of the 
Fathers which expreſs the Real Preſence for metaphorical ones, when one ſtall 
give 'em all the ſenſes which the Miniſters give them, and ſuppoſe that the 
Faithful of the fifth Rank were all of *em bory every whit as metapharical as 
Aubertin was after he had corrupted his judgment by vain wrang/ings for thirty 
years ſpace, when we ſhould grant they had all an-infuſed  knowledy of 'em, and 
had 'em alſo as preſent as the firſt Principles, they could not- but ſee the Real 
Preſence in the expreſſions of the Fathers, either as the true idea which the 
would mark, or as the image of this idea, but an image ſo lively and ſenſible, 
and denoted by ſuch a great number of expreſſions, that *tis impoſſible but their 
mind muſt have been touch'd with 'ew. Thirdly , Mr. Arzaxd uſes for the 
ſame deſign the example of other Miniſters, Who conceiv/d , ſays he, a li- 
teral ſenſe in the paſſages produc'd by the Catholicks. In fine he uſes for this 
end the very paſſages of the Fathers, and eſpecially one of S. Hilary, and 


another of Gregory of Nyſſe. We ſhall anſwer in order theſe four preren- 
ded reaſons. 


AS tothefirſt which is taken from th' example of the people of the i :th. 
Century, it is evidently ineffectual by means of two eſſential differences 
there are between theſe people, and thoſe of rhe eight firſt Centuries. The 
firſt is, that the idea ot rhe Real Preſence, I meanot that abour which we 
diſpute, was offered to thoſe of the 1 1th. Century by the Diſciples and 
followers of Paſchaſus , who maintain'd, and taught it, and applied there- 
unto the paſſages of the Fathers, dazling the eyes of the world by falſe co- 
lours, ond giving tothelſe paſſages a ſenſe which the people would never have 
diſcoyercd, they been led by the lighr of nature. But rhere can be no- 
thing ſaid like this of the people of the eight firſt Centuries, ro whom the 
idea of this ſubſtantial and inviſible Preſence was nor yet diſcovered. They 
had nor been raughr ir, nor were they told 'rwas in this ſenſe they muſt rake 
the expreſſions of their Paſtors. Moreover, the people of the 11th. Cen- 
tury had not the clear and eaſie paſlages of the Fathers propoſed ro 'em, 
which might give the true meaning of the Sacrament, and at the fame time 
ſerve for anexplication to the obſcure expreſſions, and by this means ſhew- 
ing 'em only one ſide of the thing , and making 'em' conſider it in wrong 
circumſtances, 'twas no hard matter fot *emto be deceiv'd , and take that 
for a Real Preſence which was far from being ir. Bur wemuſt make another 


judg- 
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judgment of the-eight firſt Centuries, wherein the Paſtors inſtrucin their 


flocks, gave themother ideas of this myſtery, which carried them oft from 


that of the inviſible and incorporcal Preſence. 


We may in a manner apply the ſame anſwer to Mr. Arnaud's third rea- 
{on, which is taken from the example of ſeveral Miniſters, who altho they 
pretend that the true ſenſe of the paſſages of the Fathers produc'd: by thoſe 
of the Roman Church, is the metaphorical one , -yet do. concave the litera] 
ſenſe. - For there is a grear deal of difference between us and the people of 
the eight firſt Centuries. They lived in thoſe times wherein the idea of the 
Real Prefence, ſuch as the Roman Church believes , was not diſcovered ; 
whereas we live in thoſe times wherein 'tis continually repreſented before 
our eyes. Both Rhetorick and Philoſophy are ſet on work to ſhew it us 
inthe Writings of the Fathers, *Tis not poſſible then bur entering into the 
ſenſe of thoſe that diſpute inceſſantly againſt us , and putting our ſelves in 
their places to comprehend what they think; but we muſt conceive in the 
paſſages which rhey alledg to us, the ſenſe of the Real Preſence , altho we 
judg it to be falſe. 'Tis alſo true that they offer ſome to us under the name 
of the Fathers, which as Mr. Dail/e has well obſerv'd , ſeem in no wiſe to 
admit the ſenſe of the Proteſtants. But theſe paſlages are of twp kinds, 
for either they are falſly attributed to the Fathers, as is that denoted by Mr. 
Daille, That the Bread changes its nature, and becomes by the Almighty Power 
of God the Fleſh of the Word, which he has conſider'd as the words of S. 
Cyprian, under whoſe name they have been uſually cited, whereas they are 
Arnaud of Bonneval's, an Author of the 12th. Century. As tqſuch as theſe 
I confeſs 'ris not eaſie for Proteſtants to accommodate them to their ſenſe, but 
very-cafie on the contrary to conceive the idea of the Real Preſence in'em ; 
bur this happens by their being regarded as the words of the Fathers,where- 
as indeed they be not. The others are really the ſayings of the. Fathers, 
bur contain a particular ſentiment, which.is neither that of the Roman 
Church nor that of the Proteſtants; ſo that it cannot ſeem ſtrange if thoſe 
that would accommodate them to the ſenſe of. the Proteſtants found rhem- 
ſelves perplexed with 'em ; and ſuch are ſeveral paſſages in Gregory of 
Nyſſe, Anaſtaſius Sinaite, and Damaſcen, which to ſpeak properly, are nei- 
ther for the Church of Rome, nor tor us; I mean , Jo neither confirm our 
poſitive belict nor theirs, altho they alledg them in their own favour. 


AS to what Mr. Arnaud ſays _— the metaphors, I grant they do 
naturally form this double idea of which he ſpeaks ; but he is not ignorant 
there arc, as Iſfaid, metaphorical terms, which uſe has made proper : fo that 
they donot of themſelves offer to the mind the natural idea which they fig- 
nifie, bur only the metaphorical one; unleſs a mans mind makes a parti- 
cularrcfleftion on them. Thus the term of Houſe in Aſtrology, the term 
of Ariſtotle and Platoih a Library , and I know not how many others of 
this nature, do not preſent more to the mind than the idea of the things 
which they originally ſignifie. Let Mr. Arnand call them as long as he will 
equivocal terms, dark metaphors which are aboliſh'd by uſe, this does not 
hinder the truth of my remark, nor th* application which I made of it to 
the terms of Corpus, Corpus Domini, Corpus Chriſti, which uſe had made fo 
proper to the Sacrament, that they brought no other ideato the min4 than 
thar of the Sacrament, according as our ſenſes repreſent it, without ys. as, 
in that of the natural Body of Jeſus Chriſt, 7 is true, ſays Mr. Arnaua, 


thar the cuſtom of employing ſome #erms in a metaphorical uſe does ſometimes 
in 
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in ſuch a manxer obſcure the double idea, that the mind feels no more than the 
impreſſion of the thing ſignift'd and conceivd as true; This is exatly what I 
would have. I defire no more, and it ſignifies nothing to alledg that this 
does not contraditt the rule which the Author of the Perpetuity had propoſetl, 
becauſe he ſpake only of terms which were really metaphorical, and not of equi- 
vocal terms, ſuch as thoſe are wherein the double idea is not felt. This, I ſay; 
ſignifies nothing, tor beſides that the Author of the Perpetuity had pro. 
poſed his Principle a little roo generally, my exception invalidates the 
uſe which le would make of it ; for it ſhews that in applying this 
Principle to the terms , Corpus , Corpus Domini , Corpus Chriſti , a man 
can draw no advantage thence, nor ſay that thcy brought into the mind 
the idea of the Real Prelence , becauſe that in cffe&t theſe rerms did nor 
repreſent more than the idea of the Sacrament, according as our ſenſes offer 
Il, x 


I confeſs we cannot apply this remark to ſeveral paflages of the Fathers; 
whercin the figure is more lenſible ; and theretore we have only apply'd it to 
theſe terms preciſely, Corpus, Corpus Domini, Corpus Chriſti , by which the 
Sacrament has been often deſign'd, An antwer is not the lets good tor being 
proper and particular to a ſubject. And as to other paſſages which the Author 
of the Perpetuity propoſed, we have already maingain'd , and do {till, that 
their natural ſenſe was the Sacramental one, and not that of the Real Pre- 
ſence,excepring ſome which we will ſpeak to hercafter. And tor the better un. 
derſtanding of this, we muſt firſt diſtinguiſh the particular ſenſe of cach 
term, from the ſenſe of the whole propoſition ; each rerm has its proper 
common and ordinary fignification, and being thus taken apart, _ na- 
rurally into the mind the idea of that which it ſignifies. Bur the firſt and 
natural ſenſe of rh'entire propoſition muſt not always be raken from the 
natural ſignification of each term, but oft-times from the force of the mat- 
ter in queſtion which guides natureto a certain ſenſe , without ſuffering her 
to imayin any other : and this is oft the metaphorical ſenſe, which I itluſtra- 
ted by ch* example of theſe propoſitions, The Stone was Chriſt, The King is 
the head of Gold, The ſeven ltatks are the ſeven years. The particular terms 
Stone, Chriſt, was, taken apart do naturally bring into the mind the idea of 
whar they fignific. The Stone offers the idea of a Rock, Chriſt the idea of 
Jeſus Chriſt, was, gives the idea of an affirmation, but the ſimple and natu- 
ral ſenſe which reſults trom theſe three terms gathered together, is no other 
than the metaphorical one, by reaſon of the matter in hand, which ſufters 
not naturally the mind to conceive another, *Tis rhe ſame in reference to 
theſe propolitions, The Bread is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, the Bread is made 
the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, the Bread is chang'd into the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, 
the Body of. Jeſus Chriſt enters into us , we receive the Body of Fepus Chriſt, 
and fuch like, If a man conſiders each term of theſe in particular, they ha- 
turally bring into the mind the idea of what chey ordinarily and commonly 
ſienific , the Bread, that of Bread , the Body of Feſus Chriſt , that of the 
Body of Jeſus Chriſt, is, that of an affirmation, changed, rhat of a change, 
enter and receive, that of an entrance, and reception: But the ſenſe which 
reſults from theſe terms colle&ed being determin'd by the matter in hand, 
can be naturally no other than a myſtical ſenſe, to wit, that the Bread is the 
Sacrament, the ſign, the pledg, the memorial of the Body of Jeſus Chritt; 
that it ſerves us inſtead of it, that 'tis myſtically chang'd into this Body, 
that this Body enters iuto us by its ſymbol , that we receive and partake of 


it by a ſpiritual receprion and participation. This is the true and m—— 
N 


” nes. 7 he Suppoſed diftinft Belief of the Preſence, Boo « VI. 


ſcnſeof theſe expreſſions, and that which firſt preſents it telf ro themind by 
reaſon of rhe matter in hand. 


NEITHER the truth of my Principle, nor the truth of the applica- 
tion which I make of it can be diſputed me. The Principle is , that when 
the mauter in queſtion determins the propoſitions to a certain ſenſe which 
they may reaſonably receive, then we muſt nor ſeek tor the natural ſenſe of 
theie propoſitions in the natural ſignification of each rerm taken apart , but 
irom the matrer it ſelf; and that the ſenſe to which the matger dererming 
them is the ſimple and natural ſenſe. This Principle may be juſtifi'd by a 
thouſand examples drawn from the ordinary uſe of human ſpeech, in which 
is made every moment propoſitions, which would be ſenfleſs did not a man 
take the naturalſenſe of the matter in queſtion, Each Art and Proteſlion 
has alſo its particular expreſſions which would be as fo many extravagancics, 
were they notunderſtood according as the matrer determins them ; and this 
is 10 my opinion, what no one can contradict, Thr application which I make 
of this Principle is no leſs undeniable; for 'tis true that rhe expreſſions of 
the Fathers on the Euchariſt are determin'd to a certain fenſe by the very na- 
ure of the Euchariſtical ation, which is a'Sacrament or a myſtery of the 
Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt : Secing then their expreſiions are capable 
of receiving a Sacramengal arid myſtical ſenſe, it muſt be granted that & is 
the natural ſenſe. 


TH E natural ſenſe of a propoſition is that which may be moſt naturally 
inthe mind of him thar made it ; bur to judg well of it, we mult conſider 
the matter, and ſee whether it has not led them to explain themſelves in 
this manner. Now it will be granted me that the queſtion here being abour 
{1gns or myſtical ſymbols, and a Spiritual Communion which we haye with 
Jclus Chriſt, men have more naturally in their thoughts rhe myſtical and 
Sacramenral ſenſe than that of Tranſubſtanriation, or Conlubſtantiation. 


BUT beſides this diſtinction which rcſpe&ts the expreſſions both in 
themlelves, and in relation to thoſe that have uſed them, rhere muſt be made 
another, which regards the perſons ro whom theſe expreſſions are addreſled. 
For there are ſome that haveſmall knowledg of the matter in hand, which 
know only confuſedly what a Sacrament or myſtery is, who have made lit- 
tle refle&tion on the manner after which our Lord communicates himſelt to 
us in the Euchariſt ; and there are others that have this knowledg more di- 
ſtinct and better form'd. Now it being the matter or ſubje& in hand that 
determins the ſenſe of theſe expreſſions , 'tis certain they are more or lels 
clear, more or leſs intelligible, according as this matter 1s more or leſs un- 
dcrſtood by every one : 'Bur'tis likewiſe certain, that tro mark well the natu- 
ral ſenſe of 'em, we muſt ſuppoſe perſons who have a diſtin& knowledg of 
the ſubject in queſtion , and mapner after which the Church has expreſſed 
her ſelf about it , and not ignorant perſons that have only a very 
obſcure notion of it. The natural ſenſe of th' expreſſions of each Art, and 
cach Profcilion is without doubt nor that in which thoſe may take it, who 
have ſcarcely any knowledg of this Art, or this Profeſſion bur rhat wherein 
intelligent and able perſons take it; and 'tis for this reaſon the later are con- 
ſulred.rather than the others upon any difficulty. I confeſs Religion ought 
to be the Art and Profeſſion of the whole world , but men are neither wie 
nor honeſt enough to apply themſelves exactly to it, It cannot be deny'd 


burrhere have been always many perſons in the Church little ——_ 
| the 
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the knowledg of the myſtery of the Goſpel. *Tis not from them then that 
we muſt learn the natural tenſe of the expreſſions of the Fathers. They , 
might have been the object of rheir Faith, cho nor of their Underſtanding, 
I mean, they might believe 'cma to be truc withour diving into the ſenſe of 
cm, and knowing what they ſignific. And this is the meaning of S. 4«- 
ſtin in his Sermon to Children. What ye ſee, ſays he, 7s Bread and Wine, 
which your eyes likewiſe te you, but the inſtruftion which your Faith demands 
1s, that the Bread is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, and the Cup, or that which is in 
the Cup his Blood. This is ſaidin a few words, and perhaps this little is ſuf- 
ficient to Faith , but Faith deferes to be inſtrufted; for the Propher ſays , If ye 
do, not believe, how will you underſtand 2 le may reply, ſeeing you have comman- 
ded us to believe, explain to us what that is, to the end we may underſtand it. 
Whilſt cheſe perſons remain in this degree of Faith without underſtanding, 
'tisnot to them we muſt addreſs our ſelves for the finding out rhe narural 
ſenſe of the propoſitions-of rhe Fathers, ſccing they do not underſtand 'em. 
We mult defire this of them chat are more advanced in knowledg, who know 
whar the Church means by theſe ways'ot ſpeaking, and can give a good ac- 
+ count of rhe natural impreſſion they make on their minds, 


BUT who are theſe people? They are thoſe that learn'd from the Fathers 
themſelves,' what a Sacrament or Myſtery is, who knew that a Myſtery or 
Sacrament is when we ſee a thing , and underſtand and believe another , who 
knew that the Bread and Wine of the Enchariſt are ſigns, images, figures, me- 
mortals, repreſentations, reſemblances, pittures of the Body and Blodd of Jeſus 
Chriſt, who knew, that the Bread and Wine are tous inſtead of the Body and 
Blood, that Jeſus Chriſt is fignified and communicated to us by means of theſe 
ſymbols, and that in partaking of this viſible Bread we ſpiritaally eat our 
Lords Fl:ſh, who knew, that the figns take commonly the names of the things 
which they repreſent, that the Sacraments are called after the name of the 
things themſelves, that our Saviour did not ſcruple to ſay, This is my Body, 
when he gave the ſign of his Body , that he made Bread his Body in ſaying, 
This is my Body, that is to ſay, the figure of wy Body, that we muſt 4; in- 
gaiſh between the Bread of our Lord, and the Bread which is the Lord him- 
ſelf, that the conſecrated Bread is honored with the name of our Lords Roy, 
altho the nature of Bread remains, that the nature or ſubſtance of Bread ceaſes 
not to be, and that that which we celebrate is the image or reſemblance of the 
Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt,who knew, that the humanity of Feſus Chriſt is 
local, abſent from Heaven whes on the Barth, and left the Earth when it aſcen- 
ded up into Heaven, that to eat the Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt is to believe in him, 
that this locution is figurative, and muſt not be taken according to the letter, 
fignitying we muſt communicate of our Lords Paſſion, and call to remembrance 
that his Fleſh has been Crucified for us, . 


'TIS ſuch kind of perſons as theſe who are well inſtructed in the ſenſe 
of the Fathers, that are to be conſulted ro find the natural ſenſe of theſe 
other expreſſions which Mr. Arzaud alledges in his favour. What likeli- 
hood is there that with: theſe preparatiyes which they receiv'd daily from 
their Paſtors they ſhould ſtick at theſe expreſſions they heard 'em ule, That 
the Bread is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, that "tis made the Body of Feſus Chriſt, 
changed into the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, 'that the Body of Jeſus Chriſt enters in- 
to us, that we are refreſh'd with his Blood , and nouriſh'd with his Fleſh , and 
other expreſſions of this nature; whar likelihood is chere they;ſhould heſt- 
tate at *em, or {ce any other ſenſe in'em, than the Sacramental or figurative 
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one 2 Now theſe are the perions whereof my fitth rank conſiſts , whom | 
ſuppoſed ro have a knowledg of the trurh more diſtintt and clear than 
theothers, and a mind better fitted ro underſtand rhe ſtile, and ordinary ex- 
preſlions of the Church. Ler the ſame inſtruQtions , the ſame expoſitions be 
given now to the people which the Farhers gave them, ler neither Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, nor the Real Preſence, nor the converſion of the ſubſtance of 
Bread into the very ſubſtance of Chriſts Body, nor the Body of Jeſus Chriſt 
concealed under the vail of accidents withour a ſubject, nor tf exiſtence of 
theſe accidents wichour a ſubject, nor the real exiſtence of the Body of Je- 
fus Chriſt in ſeveral places, nor his double Prelence, thar is to ſay, his viſible 
and inviſible one, nor his Stcramenral ſtate after rhe manner of a Spirit be 
mention'd, let *em not be enjoyn'd r adore the Sacrament of the Euchariſt 
with that Sovereign adoration which is due tv Jeſus Chriſt alone; and in a 
word, let all things be ſuppreſs'd which we find the Farhers did nor ſpeak 
or do, and ket the impreſſions and prejudications which theſe novelties have 
introduCcd into mens minds be loſt : let rhe ſame inſtruftions and expoſiri- 
ons, Ifay, be given to the people now which the Fathers gave them, and then 


let 'em be told as long as you will, that the Bread is the Body ot Jeſus Chriſt, ' 


chat 'tis chang'd into the Body of Jeſus Chriſt ; tor I am perſuaded, and be- 
lieve every reaſonabke man will be 1o roo, that the people will never con- 
ccive from theſe expreflions either Tranſyubſtantiation, or Conſubſtanriation, 
bur underſtand '*em , without difficulty in a Sacramental fenfe. Where! 
Where's then rhis great oiſe which the Real Prefence made, #nock ing, as the 
Author ot the Perperwity words it, millions of times at the gate of the hearts 
of -all the Faithful 2 Ts not this clarrer a mere dream, and has Mr. Arnaud 
any reaſon ro reproach me with the deafneſs of my tars ? 


BUT *'rwitlperhaps be-queſtion'd , whether perſons of mean capacity 
(whom we4do det roproke ve this knowledg of the ſtyle and ſenſe of 
me Church) did nor receive by theſe words th' 1mpreflion of the Real Pre- 
{ence. T1an{wer, we fhall do *em no wrong by fuppoſing they did nor un- 
detftand them : Tou have commanded us to believe , faid they in S. Autin ; 
explain #0 us then, how the Bread is the Bodly of Feſus Chriſt, to the end we may 
#nir/tand it. They did not underſtand ir then before rhe explication. In 
efte&t the greareſtpart'of the Fathers words raken fircrally are void of any 
narural fenſe , Pltiloſophy muſt give'em one for how can we underſtand 
naturally that the Bread is the Body-of Jeſus Chriſt, according to a literal 
ſenſe, -or chang'd into'the Body of Feſus Chriſt, feeing webchold it ſtill to 
be Bread 2 T confeſs there are ſome of theſe expreſfions which are apt to ot- 
ter 'to ignorant people the idea of a Rea! Preſence, but nor of the real m- 
viſible and incorporeal Preſence, rouching which we contend , but on che 
contrary, the idea of a corporeal Preſence, for a mans mind , efpecially that 
of an ignorant man, does not imagin th* exiſtence of a human, inviſible, in- 
tenfible, and impalpable Body. I moreover fay, that this idea of the cor- 
poreal Prefence would be immediarely rejected as4alſe'by the moſt ſlupid 
and ipnorant, from'the'teftimony of their own ſertfes, which they couldnor 
burconſulr, ſuppeſing at lesft they knew Chriſt's Body was a human one. 
Burſuppoſing they tid nor, *ris likely their ſimpliciry world lead them to 
believe-thar the natural Body of Jefus Chrift was really upon Earth m the 
form of Bread, ſuch as they faw'in the Eucharift: and rhis'is what 5. A#- 
fin ſays lirtle Children'would to were'they earneſtly and gravely told tis 
The 'Body of 'Jeſus Ohrift. 


As 
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AS tothe oy of S. Hilary, and Gregory of Nyſſe , which Mr. A4r- 
yaud alledges, as offering the idea of the Real Preſence, I confeſs the firſt is 
able to ſurprize th' ignorant, and make 'em conceivea corporeal Preſence: 
ſeeing it has theſe words, that Jeſus Chriſt is in us 2x reality of nature, and 
wot by a ſimple conſent of will : and then again, thar Jeſus Chriſt dwells in us 
naturally ; which literally ſignifies chat our Lords Fleſh exiſts in us in fuch 
an ordinary and corporeal manner as the fleſh of animals exiſts in us when 
we cat 'em ; which was the ſenſe wherein the Capernaits took the words of 
Jeſus Chriſt. Mr. Arnaud himſelf ſeems ro have acknowledg'd this, ſeeing 
he believ'd himſelf oblig'd ro add in his Tranſlation a correttive that mol- 
lifes or explains this term naturally, Naturally, ſays he, that is to ſay, re 

. ally. Bur this, that js to. ſay, really, _ not to be written in Tralick = 
it 'twere S. Zilary's own explication; and if the faulr be the Printer's, and 
not Mr, Arnaud's, he ſhould atleaſt have ſer it in the Errata, becauſe it cau- 
ſes rwo illuſions at a time :- on one hand it makes a man believe S. Hilary 
raught the Real Preſence of Jeſus Chriſt in us, in proper terms , ſeeing he 
fays that he remains in/ us naturally, that is to ſay, really, which is not true : 
and on the other ir hinders us from pereciving that the ignorant taking the 
naturally of S. Hilary according tothe letter, would have had the idea of a 
corporal and natural Preſence, and not that of a ſpiritual and inviſible Pre- 
ſence, Theſe area kind of faulrs for which people are not wont tobe over:- 
forry when they happen; for they have a deſir'd effe&t for ſome time, and 
when they chance to be diſcover'd may be laid on the Printer. Bur howſo. 
ever tis certain that all rhe impreſſion which this paſſage of S. Z7ilary could 
make on the mind of an ignorant perſon was only to put him upon concei- . 
vinga corporal Preſence, which he might _ reject, by the teſtimony of | 
his proper ſenſes. 'Bur to ſpeak . the truth, there's little reaſon to ſuppoſe 
the Books of S. Hilary De Trinitate came to the knowledg of ſuch ignorant 
and ſimple people as we ſpeak of. 


THE paſlage of Gregory of Nyſ? gives naturally the idea of a change 
of Bread into * Body of Jeſus Chriſt, by the i of the Bread into = 
Word, and by way of augmentation of the natural Body of Jeſus Chriſt, 
as appears from the example which he brings of the Bread which Jeſus Chriſt 
ate, which became the Body of the Word , which is far remote from the 
Tranſubſtantiation of the Church of Rome, who will have the ſubſtance on 
the Altar to be the fame in number as that which our Saviour Chriſt aſſum'd 
from the Virgin, and which is now in Heaven. There's little likelihood 
that ſimple and ignorant people underſtood what Gregory meant, even ſuppo- 

they were acquainted with his Catechiſm, . which is nor very likely. 
Bur ſuppoſing they knew it all by heart, and comprehended the ſenſe of it, 
they could thence only conceive this change by union to the word, and 
augmentation of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , which Damaſcex has ſince &x- 
plained more clearly. And this is what Gregory ſuppoſes alfo, not as rhe 
true Faith of the Church , bur only as a probable opinion, according as he 
formal! y explains himſelf, Perhaps, ſays he, we are in the right. 


AND this is what we had to fay concerning Mr. A#»aud's ſixth Book. 
Wharſoever ſucceſs this Diſpute might have had , he could not thence pro. 
miſe himſdlf any advantage, becauſe as we have already obſery'd more than 
once, the eight firſt Centuries being out of the time wherein we ſuppoſe the 
change was wrought, when he ſhall have proved the Real Preſence; or Real 
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Abſence was diſtin&tly held therein, he will be {till rold che queſtion con- 
cerns not thoſe Ages, bur the following, Burt 'ris not the ſame with me, who 
draw thence ſeverat advantages. _ For farſt, neither Mr. Arnaud , nor the 
Author of the Perpetuity can henceforward prevail by the equivocation of 
the term of Real Abſence, which may be taken either tor the rejection of 
the viſible or corporeal Preſence, or tor the rejection of th' inviſible Preſence, 
ſeeing we have ſthew'd 'em that in this debate the queſtion concerns not the 
Real Abſence in the firſt ſenſe, but rhe Real Abſence in the ſecond. $e. 
.condly, They can no longer contound theſe two oy as if they were bur 
one, to wit, to be-in a condition to acknowledg that the Real Preſence 
does not agree with the lights of nature, and to be 1n a condition to acknozy. 
ledg *risa novelty which was never held in the Church , ſeeing we have 
ſhew'd 'em there's a great deal of difference between theſe rwo diſpoſitions, 
and that it does not follow hence that thoſe who are in the firſt , arc alſo in 
rhe ſecond, which is-precifely that which is here in queſtion. Thirdly, 
Neither will they I think any more confound two ſorrs of very different 
doubts, the one of increduliry which deny the thing it felt , and the others 
of ſimple ignorance. which conſiſt. only in not _—_— the manner , yer 
withour denying the thing, fecing they have bee-ſthew'd clearly enough the 
difference of 'em, and that they ought nor to reter to one of theſe doubts 
whar belongs to the other, Fourthly, They canno longer blind the world 
by this vain diſtin&ion of three'ways of rejecting the Real Preſence, or by 
a general rcjeftion, without denoting any one kind of 'em, or by a formal 
' rejection of all thakinds,orby a bare view ot the nature of rhings,ſecing we 
have ſhew'd 'em thar the firſt is impoſlible, that the third-brings no advan- 
tage to 'em, and thar there's only rhe ſecond which they can reaſonably ſtick 
to, and which yer they renounce, becauſe they find ic unjuſtifiable. Fitth- 
ly, 'Tis likely rhey will no longer obſtinately maintain that a known in- 


conſiſtency, that is to ſay, a pureimpoſlbility, and reſpected as ſuch, is a 


ſenſe atter rh' illuſtrations given on this ſubye&, - Sixthly, They can no lon- 
ger ſay thar the ancient formulary of the Cofnmunion, Corpus Chriſti muſt 
neceſſarily dire& the minds of the Faithful ro conceive the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt preſent in the Euchariſt which they recciv'd, ſecing it had another 
uſe, which was to raiſe 'em up to meditate on the Death and Reſurrection of 
their Saviour; this other uſe being ſufficient ro employ many of their minds. 
Seventhly, They will hencetorward in vain pretend that the terms which 
the Fathers uſed 1a their ordinary inſtruCtions, brought naturally the idea of 
the Real Preſence intotheir Auditors minds, ſeeing we have thew'd that the 
natural ſenſe of their Propoſitions did not depend on the natural ſgnificati 
on of each term, but on the matter in hand , which determin'd them to a 
figurative ſenſe. Eighthly , They have had no reafon to pretend thar all 
the Faithful have always had a diſtinct beliet either of the Preſence or Real 
Abſence,. in the ſenſe wherein the Roman Church underſtands theſe rerms, 
ſceing we have ſhew'd them five ranks of perſons in the Church of the firſt 
eight Centuries, who had no formal knowledg of either rhe one nor th'other. 
Ninthly,. I being thus in reference to the fir{t eight Centuries, it hence tol- 
lows 'twas the ſame by greater reaſon in the following, which were far dar- 
ker. Tenthly, And that which is moſt important is that one may alrcady 
know by this, that the change which occaſions our principal queſtion has 
been not only poſlible, but cafie. For there being only rwo things which 
can hinder it, the one the diſtin& belief of the Real Abſence, rhac is to fay, 
the formal and poſitive belief that the Body is not in the Euchariſt by irs 


proper ſubſtance, neither viſible nor inviſible ; and th'other rhe knowledg, 
diligence, 


ny —_,, LY « .c.lJÞl . LS! Om oF” oP OI 


t 


'CuarlV. w Real whſence,ill grounded and mjuſifuble jg 


diligence,and fidelity of the Paſtors, watching over their Flocks, ready to 
acknowledg and repel the new errors, and make them known to their peo- 
ple. 'Tis already apparent that the firſt of theſe things is an unjuſtifiable 
ſuppoſition, and contrary to all probability. And as to the-other 'tis cer: 
ran it calls in queſtion the credit of all Hiſtorians , and the judgment of all 
learned men who. agree in this, that inthe gth. 10th. and 1 1th. Centuries 
th! Eccleſiaſtical order did not abound with tamous men , and eſpecially the 
oth, Century. 


ad. 
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CHAP. Y. 


General Conſiderations on My. Arnaud's Ninth Book. An Examina- 


tion of the Objeftions which he propoſes againſt what he calls Machins 
of Abridgment, and Macbins of Preparation. 


der pais on to the gth. whoſe running Title is, 7he impoſſibility 

of the pretended Change of the Churches Belief in the Myſtery of the 
Excharift. "Tis certain the genuine ſtate of thequeſtion is only, whether 
this change has really hapned ; this other, wherher *twas poſlible or impoſ- 
ſible, is a frivolous queſtion tending to truirleſs Speculations and tedious 
Debates; which is what I clearly ſhew'd when I treated of the method of the 
Perpetuity. And whi\ likewite ſeveral Roman Catholicks have acknow- 
| ledy'd, who have written on this Subjeft fince the Author of the Perpetut- 


H AVING -conſider'd Mr. Arnaud's 6th. Book, we muſt now in or- 


ty, Father Nower wasot opinion he had better lay aſide all this part ofthe ta his Preface, 


Diſpute, and comprehend it under the Title of Particular Debates where- 
in the Church of Rome is not concerned, nor ought to be mention'd, Mr. 
De Baunt in that elegant Letrer which he publith'd under the name of an 
Eccleſiaſtick to one of his Friends, diſtinguithes likewiſe two quarrels where- 
in he ſays I have engaged my elf, the one againſt the' Real Preſence in the 
Euchariſt, and the other againſt the Author of the Perpetuity of the Faith : 
and he adds, that in this latter I only encounter with a particular perſor. Mr. 
Pavilion, a Prieſt and Almoner to his Majeſty ſpeaks his mind more tally in 


; his triumph touching the Eucharift. 7he queſtion is not examine whether Page 197. 


the' Church could change her belief, and how this change con! happen ; for this 
i a going about the buſh, and running upon whimfies. The queſtion is only to 
emquzre wherher this pretended change has ejfeftually hapned. He calls all 
theſe pretenſions of impoſlibility frivolous queſtions, and mere whimfies ; 
for theſe Gentlemen do one another right now and then. But howſoever 
Mr. Aradud has lis maxims apart, and he obliges us to diſtinouifh on this 
ſubje&t rwo queſtions ; the one, whether the change before —_ been pofſ- 
ſible z and the other wherher it has really hapned. Tis cerrain that the 
firſt appears alrcady very clear by the refutarion of the pretended diſtin&t 
knowledg of the Preſence, or Real Abſence, as we lately obſerved : for al- 
tho Mr. Arnaud has treated of it only in reference to the cight firſt Centu- 
ries, withour troubling himlelf with the following; yet ris cafie to per- 
ceive thart if it could not have place in thoſe Centuries; wherein there was 
greater light, it could not by ſtronger reaſon in-the others, wherein there 
was a far greater and more general ignorance. Yer' for better informa- 
| tion 
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tion in this matter, we muſt ſee what Mr. Arnaud has offer'd touching 
| - this pretegded impoſſibility of the change. We ſhall here then diſcuſs again 
| ; the queſtion, whether in ſuppoſing that Paſchaſus an Author of the ninth 
Century was the firſt that propoſed the DoCtrin of the ſubſtantial inviſible 
Preſence of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt in the Euchariſt, it- might hap 
that rhis opinion in ſucceſſion of time has been receiy'd and eſtabliſh'd 
amongſt Chriſtians. For this is in fine what Mr. Arnaud handles in his gth, 
Book, and which we ſhall now examine. We ſhall not in truth find he has 
made uſe therein of great Arguments to confirm his Opinion, for he ſeldom 
troubles himſelf about that ; nor has he exactly endeavour'd to refute the 
means of the poſlibility which I alledged, nor defended the Anſwers of the 
Author of the- Perpetuity. Mr. Arnaud does not care to take ſo much pains. 
But we ſhall find he has taken care to collect here and there ſeven or eight 
pallages out of my Book, and of them joyn'd together made a body, which 
1e calls my Machins,and divided them into five orders,with titles accordin 
to his own fancy. He calls the firſt, The Machins of Abridgment ; the ſecond, 
The Machins of Preparation ; the third, The Machins of Mellifications ; the 
fourth, The Machins of Execution; and the fifth, The Machins of Forget- 
fulneſs. Now altho we may fay in general that Mr. Arnaud's mind abounds 
with pleaſant fancies, by which he can eaſily find out odd. names to make 
ſerious matters look ridaculous ; yer rexcuſe him, we may fay thar in this 
occaſion he has follow'd, not his own natural inclination, but that of the 
Carteſian Philoſophy, with which his mind is ſaid to be extremely taken 
up; for you — know this Philoſophy makes Machins of every thing, 
But howloever let's ſee what work-Mr. Arnaud makes with mine. 


THE firſt which he calls the Machin of retrenchment is taken out of 
Anfwer to the VO Of my paſſages; the firſt of which bears, That the queſtion is not of the 
ſecond Trea- whole world, but of the Weſt, on which Mr. Arnaud makes this Commentary 
_ P Woot” in my name, 7 hat is to ſay, lays he, 7 will not have the queſtion concern it, 
A ch. 3. p. 885, 1 will not take the trouble t' explain how the Doftrin off the Real Preſence and 
Tranſubſtantiation has introduc'd it ſelf into the Eaſt, into the Patriarchats of 
Conſtantinople, Alexandria, Jeruſalem, aud Antioch , into the Churches of 
the Armenians, Neſtorians, Jacobits. 7 do not care to trouble my ſelf with 
gueſſing how it has penetrated into Ethiopia, Moſcovia, Meſopotamia, Geor- 
gia, Mingrelia, Moldavia, Tartaria and the Indies. *7is better to ſay, 'tis 
not there, this is ſboner done ; and by this means I ſhall free my ſelf out of 
a great perplexity. But, fays he, Mr. Claude will give us I hope leave to 
tell him, that he is a man and not God; ſo that neither his words nor his will 
are always effettual. He would not have the Doftrin of the Real Preſence to 
be in all theſe great Provinces. But it is there, and will be maugre him. The 
matter depends not 0n him, and we have demonſtrated it by proofs which I hope 
he will not queſtion. He fills five great pages with this kind ot diſcourle, 
ſaying over and oyer again thefame thing. | 


ts. eh. RH" ju a A. 


Mr. ARNATD muſt pon me if I tell him he has gotten a little too 
high. Is he ſo poſſeſs'd with the charms of his own Eloquence, and force 

\ of theſe illuſions touching the Greeks, Armenians, and other Eaſtern Chri- 
ſtians to imagin a man muſt be a God to cope with him? I think confider- 
ing what we have obſerved, a man need neither be an Angel nor an extra- 
ordinary perſon to demonſtrate again clearly that thequeſtion concerns not 
theſe Churches, becauſe they do not at all believe the Roman Tranſubſtan- y 
riation: and ſuppoſing they did believeit, which they do not , 'twould be 
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no hard matter to find they had received it trom the Latins by means of the 
Croilado's, Seminarics, and Millions, which is ſuſficient t'exclude them from 
this Diſpute. | 


THE ſecond paſſage from whence Mr. 4rnaud has taken my pretended 
Machin of Retrenchment, is this , The queſtion concerns not all thoſe in the Anlwer to the 
Weſt, who profeſs themſelves Chriſtians , but only one party that have grown - moe 
: » Parr. 3. 
prevalent, and endeavoured to get the Pulpits to themſelves , thereby to be- ch. 6. 
come Rulers over the whole Church, . Whereupon he cries out, Did ever any Book g. ch. 3. 
body afirm that the common people of the 11th. Century held not the Real Pre- p- 89%. 
ſence, aud had only a confuſed knowledg of this Myſtery > But Mr. Arnaud 
does not mind what he writes. We ſpeak ot the firſt fitty years of the roth. 
Century, and he comes and alledges to us rhe common people of the 11th. 
Century. '7 7s ſufficient we tell him, lays the Author of the Perpetuity, that refur part 3; 
this change cannot be attributed to the firſt fifty years of this Century, to wit, ®* 
of the toth. ſeeing 'tis incredible that the Faithful of the whole Earth having 
been inſtructed inthe diſtints belief of the Real Abſence, ſhould have embraced 
an Opinion quite contrary in condemning their firſt ſentiments, and without this 
change's having made any noiſe. Thele are the very words I recited, and 
on which having ſaid, thet the queſtion concerned not a change begun, and fi- 
niſhed in the 10th. C eMFUTY, but the rogreſs of a change begun erghty two years 
before the 10th. Century , and finiſhed by the Popes towards the end of the 
117th. I added, that our Debate was not about all thoſe in the Weſt that profeſ- 
fed themſelves Chriſtians, but only about one party that ſtreugthned themſelves, 
and endeavour d to become maſters of the Pulpit, that they might afterwards be 
maſters of the whole Church. It evidently appears the queſtion was abour 
the firſt fitry years of the 10th. Century. And thereupon Mr. Arnaud tells 
us by way of exclamation, 7s there any one that affirms the common people of 
the 11th, Century held not the Real Preſence, aud had only a confus'd knowleds 
of this Myſtery 2 No, Berenger bzweſelf acknowledges the contrary in calling 
ths Dottrin the Opinion of the people, ſententia vulgi, and in maintaining the 
Church was periſhed. Ic muſt be acknowledg'd there's a ſtrange diſorder in 
this Kind of diſputing, I will grant that the common people of the x 1th. 
Century held the opinion of the Real Preſence, thro the labours of Paſcha- 
ſus his Diſciples ; bur it does not follow 'rwas the fame in the firſt fifry years 
of che 1oth. for when a new Doctrin diſperles it ſelf in a Church, an hun- 
dred and fifry- years make great alterations in it. When we ſpeak of the 
time in which Paſchaſas wrote his Book of the Body and Blood of Chriſt, "tis 
not likely we ſuppoſe the people to be in the fame ſtate they were in two 
hundred years atter the opimon of the Real Preſence had made conſiderable 
progrefles, Neither.will we ſuppoſe 'em to be in the ſame ſtate the firſt fifry 
years of rhe 1oth. Century ; for when we tpeak of a chanve which was 
made in the ſpace of near three hundred years , comman ſenſe will ſhew 
there was more or leſs of it according to the diverſity of the time. Ir is 
then reaſonable on my hypotheſis to conſider in the beginning of the 1och.. 
Century thoſe that held rhe Real Preſence, only asa party that ſtrengthened 
themſelves, and endeayour'd' ro make 'emſelves moſt conſiderable in the 
Church , bur 'cis in no ſort reaſonable r' oppoſe agaiaſt this the common 
people of the 1 1th. Century, ſeeing that in eighty , or an hundred ycars 
the face of things mighr becafily changed. 


'TIS moreover leſs reaſonable to offer us the diſcourſes of Laufranc, gook g. ch. 3. 
Who bragg'd, that in his time all che Chriſtians in the world believed they pag: 890- 
- receiy'd 
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receiv'd in'this Sacrament the true Fleſh and Blood of Feſus Chriſt, born of the 
Virgin, For ſuppoſing what Lanfranc ſays were true, the ſence he gave to 
thete words, the true Fleſh, and the true Blodd of Jeſus Chriſt, underſtanding 
them in a ſenſe of Tranſubſtantiation was falſe , as we have ſufficiently 
ſhew'd. Has any body charged this teſtimony to Le falſe 2 ſays Mr. Arnaud, 
No; there's no one but Mr. Claude who does it fix hundred years after without 
any ground. But does Mr. Arnaud know all that Berenger anſwer'd,and thoſe 
that adher'd ro him? And ſuppoſing they were ignorant of the true belief ' 
ct the other Churches ſeparate from the Latin , does it hence follow that 
ineftc& they believed Tranſubſtantiation, and that the proofs I have given 


of the contrary be not good ? 


DOES Reaſon, adds he, ſhew that in this point, the Faith of the Pa- 
ftors was not that of the People? No; it proves the quite contrary, it being 
incredible that Miniſters who are perſuaded of the truth of the Real Preſexce 


- ſhould not take care t inſtrutt them in it, whom they exhorted to receive the 


Communion, to whom they ought to judg this belief to be abſolutely neceſſary to 
make them avoid. the unworthy Communions, Mr. Arnaud fights with his 
own ſhadow. We never told him that thoſe who believe the Real Preſence 
did not endeavour t inſinuate it into the peoples minds , according as they 
were more or leſs prejudiced, or zealous in the propagation of this bcliet, 
and more or leſs qualifi'd to teach ir, and more or leſs again according to the 
circumſtances of times, occaſions, perſons. But how does this hinder me 
from ſaying that during the firſt fifry years of the 1oth. Century it was not 
all chem chat made profeſſion of Chriſtianity in the Weſt, bur a party that 
ſtrengthened themſelves , and endeayour'd to render themſelves the moſt 
conſiderable. 


ITS this, ſays Mr. Arnaud again, a ſufficient reaſon to ſhew that the peo- 
phe were not perſuaded of the Real Preſence, becauſe ſome Hiſtorians who tell 
us that Berenger troubled the Church by a new Herefie , do at the ſame time 
likewiſe inform us that he perverted ſeveral perſons with his noveltie ? 
Burt we did not offer this alone as a ſufficient reaſon to perſuade him the peo- 


| pÞ did not believe the Real Preſence in the beginning of the oth. Century. 


confeſs that upon this alone one may juſtly ſay either that thoſe who fol- 
low'd. Berenger, tollow'd him in leaving their feſt Belief, and embracing a 
new Opinion, or that they tollow'd him becauſe he Preach'd only what they 
believ'd before, or thar they adher'd ro him becauſe they were further in- 
{trufted in a myſtery of which they had but ſmall knowledg, or little cer- 
rainty. So far every man is at liberty ro take that part which he ſhall judg 
the moſt reaſonable: but ſhould I fay there were ſeveral that follow'd him 
upon the account of their knowing whar he taught was the ancient Doctrin, 
I ſhall lay nothing but what's very probable, having ſhew'd, as I have done 
in my anſwer to the Perperuity, that Bertran's DoCtrin was publickly taught 
in the roth, Century; for it follows hence probably enough, that this Do- 
Erin was not then wholly extin&, thar is to ſay , in the begiuning of the 
11th. Century, when Berenger appear'd. 


THESE are Mr.. Arzaud's firſt obje&tions, which as is plainly ſcen, are 
not over demonſtrative, that the change we ſuppoſe is:impoſſible. Thoſe 
which follow are not much better , as will appear from the reflections We 
ſhall make on'em. The ſecond order of thele pretended Machins which he 
attributes to me, is what he. calls Machins of Preparations , and he draws 


theſe 
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theſe from two paſſages, the one of my firſt anſwer , and th'other from my 

ſecond. The firſt is contain'd in theſe terms ; I» this dark Age, that is to 

ſay in the 10th. the diſtinit knowledy of the true Doftrin was loſt , not only i» 

reference to the Sacrament, but almojt all other Points of the Chriſtian Rel:g1- 

on. The ſecond ſpeaks of the Ages whicii followed the firſt eight in thele 

terms. The firſt light which was taken from the people to keep 'em in igno- Anſwer to the 
rance was God's Word. The ſecond was the cl?ar and ſolid Expoſitions of the (5,990 Trex- 
Writings of the Loly Fathers in reference to the Sacrament. The third, the ctay. 3. 
knowledg of ether Myſteries of Chriſtianity which might ſtrengthen mens minds, 

and encourage their zeal fer the truth. The fourth was ſuffering natural rea- 

ſon to decay and fall into a kind of languiſhment, And as to their ſenſes they 

had open War declar'd againſt em. | 


THOSE that ſhall take the pains to read the qth. Chapter of Mr. Ar- chao. 4. page 
naud's gth. Book, which has forits title, 7 he Machins of Preparation Exa- #91« 
min'd, will find therein a prodigious profuſion of words, much heat and ve- 
hement declamatiens , bur very tew things worthe regarding ; wheretore 
paſſing by, as I ſhall do whatſoever is uſeleſs and redundant, the reſt will 
nottake up much time. Firſt he yy me with offering things without any 
foundation, proof, or reaſon. Tanſwer then Mr. Arnaud has forgot the proois Page *92. 
we brought touching the diforders of the 10th. Century , and according to 
his reckoning the teſtimonies of Guitmond, Verner Roljevink, Marc Antony Sa- 
bellic, John Stella, Polydor Virgil, Flfric Arch biſhop of Canterbury , Edgar 
King of England, Genebrard, Bel/armin, Baronius, Nicolas Vignier, and the 
Author of the Apology for the Holy Fathers the deicnders of the Doctrin 
of Divine Grace, ſhall be eſteem'd as nothing. The one tells us, Thar the 
truths of Religion were wvaniſh'd away in this Age from men. The other, 
That therein was a total neglef of all ingenious Arts. The third, That all per- 
ſons in general ſo greatly indulged emſelves in idleneſs, that all kinds of Vir- 
tues ſeem'd to be laid afleep with '*em, The fourth, 7hat the Monks and 
Prieſts minded only th' enriching 'emſelves. The fifth , That the Biſhops and 
Prieſts neglefted the reading of the Holy Scriptures, and inſtrutting the pug 
ple out of 'em. The ſixth, That the Church-men ſpent their lives in Debau- 
ches, Drunkenneſs, and Uncleanneſs. ' The ſeventh , That twas an unhappy 
= an Age void of 'excelling men either in Wit or Learning. The eighth, 
hat there. were no famous Writers in it , nor Councils , nor Fopes that took 
care of any thing. The ninth , That Barbariſm and ignorance of Learning 
and Sciences either Divine or Human reigned more in it than in the former 
Ages. Thetenth, That 'twas an iron and leaden Age, an obſcure and dark 
Age. And the eleventh, That 'twas an Age of Darkneſs and Ignorance, where. 
in excepting ſome few Hiſtorians, there were no famous Writers on the My- 
fteries of Faith. Mr. Arnaud knows all this, and that we might increaſe 
the number of theſe Teſtimonies with ſeyeral others, were it neceſſary, yet 
tells me with the greateſt tranſport, That I offer things without any ground, 
proof, or reaſon, things which I know to be falſe, and mere imaginations. 


H E ſays, adds he ſpeaking of me, that the diſtinit knowledg of almoſt all Chap. 4. page 
the ozher Myſteries but- that of the Euchariſt was loft in the toth. Age. Now 529: 
he knows the contrary of this, and is perſuaded of it, ſeeing that as to the com- 
mon Myſteries, and ſuch as are telieved by both Parties, and contained in the 
ancient Symbol, it cannot be ſaid they of te roth, Age were ignorant f 'em ; 
and yet as to the points controverted between the Calviniſts, and the Roman 
Church, excepting that of the Euchariſt , all the Miniſters his Brethren do 
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frankly acknowledg, that long before the gth. and 10th, Century the whole Church 

believed what the Roman Church does believe at preſent of 'em. Let him 
tell us then what are theſe truths of Faith, the diſtintt knowledg of which were 
loft in the 10th. Century. 


'TIS no hard matter to fatisfic Mr. Arnaud. Theſe truths the di 
ſtintt knowledg of which was loſt in the x oth. Century arc the fame which 
arc contained in the Symbols. Docs he imagin that it a man be not igno- 
rant of the Symbols, that therefore he muſt know diſtintly the Myſteries 
therein contained ; and does he put no difference berween being ignorant of 
a thing, conſuſedly knowing it , and diſtin&tly knowing it ? Do all thoſe 
that know the Creed, 'diſtin&ly underſtand the Myſterics contained there- 
in? Certainly a mans mind muſt be ſtrangely benighted thar reafons atter 
this manner. They were not ignorant of the Myſteries contain'd in the ancient 
Symbols,they had then a diſtintt knowledg of 'em. It this Argument holds good 
we may attribute the diſtinct knowledg of the principal Points of Chriltia. 
nity almoſt to all kinds of perſons, to Artificcrs, Husbandmen, Women, yea 
Children ; for there arc few in either Communion but. have heard of them, 
and know ſomething in 'em, and yet it muſt be granted there are tew of theſe 


. who can be properly faid to know them diſtinctly. I pretend not to treat 


herc on the common place of the contuſed knowledg, and the diſtinct know. 
leſs. This is needleſs. "Tis ſufficient to obſerve'thart the term of diſtinct 
knowledg is equivocal ; for 'tis ſometimes taken for the formal and expres 
knowledg of a thing, in oppoſition to the ignorance of this ſame thing , or 
to what the Schools call an implicit "doe? ; and ſometimes'tis taken for 
a clear and full knowledg , in oppoſition to a confuſed and perplex'd one. 
When the Author of the Perpetuity faid that all the Faithful ought always to 
have a diſtin&t knowledg of the Preſence, or Real Abſence,he took the term 
diſtinft knowledg in the firſt ſenſe ; for he did not mean that all the Faithful 
muſt know clearly and fully the DoCtrin of the Real Prefence in every re- 
ſpect, bur that chey had a tormal, expreſs and determinate thought of re- 
zeting or admitting it. But when I ſaid that the diſtinct —_— the 
Myſtery of the Euchariſt, and almoſt all the other Myſteries of Chriſtian 
Religion was loſt in the 1oth. Ce » I took thisterm in the ſecond ſenfe, 
meaning not that there was no more formal knowledg of theſe Myſteries 3 
that is tofay, that they form'd no more any expreſs aud determined thought 
on the Articles of the Chriſtian Faith , and that Jeſus Chriſt is God and 
Man,that he was born of a hy 6. 29ry for us,roſe again and aſcended up into 
Heaven, and that there is an Euchariſt ; but meaning that they had only a 
very ſmall knowledg of them, ſuch as is common to perſons unlearned, and 
who rarely ap uy themſelyes to meditate on matters of Religion; who go 
indeed for Chriſtians, but trouble themſelves with no more knowledg than 
barely tolearnthe Creed, and receive ſome other general Inſtructions. Tis 
eaſtly perceived that this was my ſenſe, and that - ignorance] attribute to 
theſe perſons of the roth. Century, from the concurrent Teſtimony of all 
Hiſtorians, was not fo great as to keep 'em abſolutely from all knowledgof 
the principal Points of Chriſtian Religion, as if they were become Pagans, 
or Atheiſts, or bruit Beaſts, but that it hindred them from having that clear- 
neſs of apprehenſion and diſtin& area which comes by ſtudy and 
pains, and the hearing of able Preachers. Which will evidently appear up- 
on conſulting the particular placesof my Anſwer , wherein I treat of the 
10th. Century ; for Tattribure to it a confuſed. knowledg of the Myſteries of 
Religion. Now a confuſed knowledg is morcover a formal hnowleny 
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Elſewhere I compare their knowledg tothat of a Child who is wont to ſee Firſt Anſwer 


his Nurſe, ill dreſt, lean and fick, which ſtill ſuppoſes he ſees her , alctho he *<* tbe <nd- 
ſees her not in her uſual condition. In another place I lay the Paſtors grew anſwer tothe 
careleſs of inſtrutling the People, and the People likewiſe of informing them- ſecond Trea- 


ſelves in matters of Religion ; that there were few perſons that applied them- 


riſe, Part 2. 
ch. 3. and 


ſelves to the meditating on the Chriſtian Myſteries; that the Paſtors extreme- Part 3. ch: 7. 


ly wegletted th' inſtructing of the People, and that the People grew as careleſs 
as they in matters of their ſalvation, Now the meaning of all this is not 
that chey wholly loſt all kind of knowledg , bur that it was very ſcanty. 
In fine, 'twill appear this is my ſenſe to him thar ſhall caſt his eyes on the 
uſe I pretend to make of the obſcuriry ot the oth. Age, which was to ſhew 
that the people of it had not light enough to diſcern whether the Dorm 
of the Real Preſence was an innovation inthe Chriſtian Religion , or whe- 
ther 'twas a Dottrin of the Fathers. Now this does not oblige a man to 
ſuppoſe an abſolute ignorance of the Chriſtian Myſteries, but that the know- 
ledg of them was very confuſed. Which Mr. Arnaud could have well enough 
ſeen, if he plcaſed ; bur he thought 'rwere better to berake himſelf ro So- 
phiſms, imagining they would not be laid open, and that he might fo dif- 
guiſe rhe ſubject that tew perſons ſhould be able to underſtand it. And 'ris 
on this Principle which is neither true, nor ſincere, that he has grounded 
this reaſoning, the common Myſteries held at this day by both Partics, and 
contained in the ancient Symbols were not unknown in the roth. Century ; 
therefore they of that Age had a diſtin&t knowledg of the truths of the Chri- 
ſtian Doctrin. 


WHATSOEVER follows in his fourth Chapter turns upon the 


| fame equivocation. Did they leave off, ſays he, reading the Holy Scripture page 89: 


in the Churches and Cloiſters * Did they give over explaining of it 0 the Pev- 
ple and, teaching it in the Schools? Do not the writings of thoſe Authors which we 
have that lived in that Century, ſuch as thoſe of $. Odon and Raterius Biſhop 
of Verone make it appear that the Scriptures and Fathers were ſtudied, Why 
does he ſay that the people had concealed from 'em the clear ard ſolid expoſitions 
of the Fathers. Was not the Excharift therein called the Sacrament of the Bo- 
dy of Feſus Chriſt, the Myſtery of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, Bread and Wine 2 

ur all theſe interrogations are needleſs. A man may fay they did nor ab- 
folutely give over the reading of the holy Scripture , and expounding it. 
Perhaps Ozon and Raterius were a little ſtudious. Perhaps the Euchariſt 
was called a Sacrament, a Myſtery, Bread and Wine ; and yet it may not 
follow the People had a difttnct knowledg of the points of Religion. The 
Greeks, Armenians, Moſcovites, Ethiopians, Jacobites, Neſtorians did not 
wholly lay aſide the reading of the Holy Scripture, and of ſome Fathers in 
their Church, and Cloiſters; and yet is it true that all theſe people, yea 
their very Monks and Prelates lived in a very confuſed knowledg of the 
myſteries of the Goſpel. 


WHAT he adds touching ſome Hiſtorians, and Biſhops that wrote 
Books, is built on the ſame foundation. Beſides thar there appears not any 
thing in theſe Authors but whar is very mean, their ſmall number does well 
warrant our ſaying this Age was void of Learned men, and that people had 
but a very confuted knowledg of the myſteries of the Goſpel. - 


TIS falſe, faith he, that in this Age open War was denounced againſt the 
ſenſes, If rhisbe falſe, how does ke himſelf underſtand they taught Tran- 
Yyy » ſubſtan- 
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ſubſtantiation in it? For can this DoCtrin be taught without oppoſing the te- 
ſtimony of our ſenſes, ſecing they ſhew us it is Bread and Wine? 


BUT theſe ſmall obyeCtions are very inconſiderable in compariſon of 
Mr. Arnaud's grand pretenſion , which is, that this confuſed knowledg which 
I attribute to the 10th. Century, is but a mere empty ſound, whoſe ſenſe [ 
my ſelf do not underſtand. h jn—_—_ his Book, — he, in what ſenſe he 
took it, I found that confuſed knowledg and diſtin knowledg are one and 
the ſame thing in his language, which is to ſay, that the knowledg which he 
calls confuſed ts every whit as clear as that which he calls diſtinftk. This diſco. % 
yery would be a very fine one indecd, were it not merely imaginary, *Tigs 
grounded on that deſcribing ſome-where the inſtructions of the Fathers of 
the __ firſt Centuries, I lay, that they taught therein the Sacrament to be 
Bread and Wine, that this Bread and Wine were the figns and Figures of 
the Body of Feſus Chriſt, that they loſt not their natural ſubſtance , = were 
called the Body and Blood of Chriſt, becauſe they were the Sacraments of 'em. 
He hence concludes that *ris in theſe Articles wherein conſiſts according to 
my way the diſtinct knowledg of the Myſtery of the Euchariſt. He atter. 
wards obſerves thatin another place ſpeaking of the trurh of the Euchariſt 
which have been always popular, Iſay, 7 hat the Myſtery of the Euchariſt has 
been always popular in the outward form of its ielfntls, and in the general 
atts which Chriſtians ought to perform in it, 7o take Bread, to drink Wine 
in remembrance of the Death and Reſarreftion of Jeſus Chriſt our Lord, to 
receive theſe things with a religious frame of mind as a great Sacrament Phich 
the Lord has _ to raije up ones Faith to the Body and Blood of our 
Saviour, to find therein the conſolation of our Souls ; this without doubt is 
popular. It is popular to hearken to the reſtimony of ſenſe which rells us that 
'tis Bread, and yet to hear that 'tis the Body of Chriſt, the Sacrament of the 
Body of Chriſt , its pledg, its memorial, It is _—_ to know that Jeſus 
Chriſt is in Heaven , and that from thence he ſhall come to judg beth the 
quick and dead. Whence he concludes with Authority that the diſtin&t 
knowlcdg which I give to thefirſt Ages, and the confuſed one which I at- 
tribute tothe xoth, are but oneand the ſame thing. 


I T muſt be allowed that never any conſequence was more violently 
drawn than that of Mr. Arnaud's. Firſt, It is not true that the Articles 
which I give of the diſtin knowledg , are the fame with thoſe of the 
popular knowledg. Among the firſt is tound , That the Bread and Wine 
loſe not their natural ſubſtance. T hat they are called the Body and Blood of 
Feſus Chriſt, becauſe they are the Sacraments of *em , which is not found in 
the Articles of the popular knowledg. How will he have this co be then 
one and the ſame thing. There isa great deal of difference berween hark- 
ning to the teſtimony of ones proper ſenſes which ſhew the Euchariſt to be 
Bread and Wine, and learning from the inſtruCtions of Paſtors that the Eu- 
chariſt is Bread and Wine. The firſt induces a man to believe that to judg 
of it by ſenſe 'ris real Bread and Wine, but the ſecond goes farther ; for it 
ſhews this very thing which the ſenſes depoſe, tobe the true belict 
the Church. Now theſe two things are wholly different as any man may 
ſee. - The firſt does not diſpoſe men roregject Tranſubſtantiationas anovelty 
contrary to the Faith of the Church , for it remains ſtill ro know whether 
the Faith of the Church be nor contrary to the teſtimony of ſenſe. The e- 
cond does diſpoſe *emto.it ; for tt ſhews that the DoCtrin of the Church is 


according to the depoſition of the ſenſes. Now the firſt is according to by 
rule 


_— 
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rule belonging co the popular knowledg 3: and the ſecond belongs to the di- 
ſtinct knowledg, What reaſon is there then in having theſe two know- 
ledges to be the ſame. Thirdly, Mr. Arzaud has not obſerved that when 
I ſpake of the diſtin&t knowledg of the eight firit Centuries, I did nor pre- 
rend exactly ro denote all rhe Articles of it , this was not my buſinels in 
rhar place. Bur only r' obſerve ſome ot the principal ones which were fut- 
ficicnt ro make known the ſenle of theſc Propoſitions, The Bread is the Budy 
of Jeſws Chriſt, it is changed into the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. But it does nor 
hence follow but?that there were thercin ſome others very conſiderable ones, 
which may be gathered from the paſiuges of the Fathers, whichTI produc'd 
in my firſt part, as that the change which happens in the Euchariſt is not a 
change of Nature, but an addition of Grace to Nature; that Jeſus Chriſt , as 
to his kuman Body, or human Nature , is ſo in Heaven that he is no more on 
Earth; that the manducation of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt is ſpiritual and my- 
ſtical; that we muſt not underſtand it literally, it b*ing a figurative expreſſion ; 
that the Sacrament and the werity repreſented by the Sacrament are two diſtintt 
things: and ſeveral others which are not neceſſary to be related. Suppo- 
ſing it were true that the Articles of the popular knowledg were the fame 
with thoſe I mark'd of the diſtin&t knowledg, which is evidently falſe, yer 
would it not follow that theſe two knowledges according to my ſenſe would 
be the ſame thing, ſeeing I never pretended to make an exact enumeration 
of all the points ot the diſtin knowledg , nor exclude them which I now 
denoted, which are no wiſe popular. In "0 Mr. Arnaud has not conſidered 
thar of the ſame Articles, wherher popular, or not popular, a man may have 
a diſtin&t knowledg and a confuſed one, according as he makes a greater or 
leſſer refle&tion on them, according as they are reſpe&ted with more or leſs 
application, according as each of thoſe that has the knowledg of *em has 
more or [els underſtanding, natural or acquired ; ſo that ſuppoſing we at- 
tributed to thediſtin& knowledg of rhe eight firſt Centuries only the Ar- 
ticles which I ſpecifid, ſuppoſing theſe Articles were the ſame as thoſe I at- 
tribute to the popular knowledg, which is not true; ſuppoſing again there 
were no difference in 'em, as there is in reſpeCt of ſome of theſe Articles, be- 
tween the knowing of 'em popularly, that is toſfay, either by the help of the 
Senſes, or by the natural motion of the Conſcience; and to know them by 
the inſtruction of the Paſtors, as a thing which the Church believes, and 
from which a man muſt not vary, it would in no wiſe thence follow that the 
confuſed knowledg were according to what TI laid down , the fame thing ; 
the obje& of theſe two knowledges would bethe ſame, but the knowledges 
would bediſtindt. And thus haye we ſhewed Mr. Arnaud'”s ſubtilties. 
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CHAP. VI. 


Mr. Arnaud's Objeftions againſt what be calls the Machins of Mollifi- 
cation, and the Machins of Execution Examin'd. The ſtate of the 
Twelfth Century. 


Anſwer to the M 

ſecond Trea- 

riſe, Part 2. ! l 

chap. 7. b way of oppoſition, or a formal contradiction of the truth , but 
by way of addition, explication, and confirmation, and that it endeavuurs to al. 
h it ſelf with the ancient Faith to prevent its immediate oppoſition. And 
this is what he calls my Machins of Mollification, which he pretends to oyer- 

Book g. ck. 5. CRCOW in his fifth Chapter. The inventions , ſays he, of Mr. Claude are 

page 899. uſually attended with very —_— defeits. To which I have no more to 
ſay but this, that the pretenſions of Mr, Arzaud are commonly. very high, 
bur generally very ill grounded ; well offer'd, bur ill defended, 


R. ARN AQ D will not ſuffer me to ſay in my Anſwer to the 


Cc 


TIS falſe, ſays he, that Paſchaſus did not teach his Dottrin, by expreſly 
condemning thoſe that were of a contrary Opinion. Mr, Arnaud hides himlelf 
under a thin vail, pretending not to underſtand what he docs very well. We 
do not ſay that Paſchaſus did not propoſe his Doftrin by condemning thoſe 
of a _ Opinion. This is not the point in queſtion. The queſtion 
is, Whether he did not propoſe his DoCtrin as the Do&Etrin of the Church, 
which was not ſufficiently underſtood, and which he therefore more clearly 
explain'd? Now Paſchaſus himſelt decides this difterence, asI have ſhewed 
in my Anſwerto the Perpetuity, For ſpeaking in the beginning of his Book 

Lib. De Corpore couching his deſign, he ſays, That all the Faithful ought to underſtand the 

& Sang. Dom. Sacrament of our Lords bay and Blood, which is every day celebrated in the 

___ Church, and what they ought to believe and know of it. That we muſt ſeek 

the virtue of it, = inſtrutt our Faith under the Diſcipline of Jeſus Chriſt, 

leſt we be eſteem'd unworthy, if we do uot diſcern it enough, not underſtanding 

what is the dignity, and the virtue of the myſtical Body and Blood of our Sa- 

viour. And leſt it ſhould be imagin'd this was only a way of ſpeaking to 

excite the Faithful to inſtruct themſelves in this Myltery (yet without ſup- 

poſing that in efte&t they were ignorant of the expoſition he was going to 

make of it) we need only call to mind what he ſays in his Lerter to Frude- 

- gard, wherein ſpeaking of the ſucceſs his Book met with , 7 am informed, 

Epiſt. ad Frud. ſays he, that I have moved ſeveral to underſtand this myſtery , which ſhews, 

that according to him his Book was a more clear and cxpreſs expoſition ol 

the Churches ſentiment, and that he had aftually brought over ſeveral per- 

ſons from an obſcure, to a clear knowledg of this M i Bur without 

goingany further, we need only read a paſſage of Odon Abbot of Clugny, 

which Mr. Arnaud himſelf has produc'd ; for it expreſly juſtifies what I 

Book 9. ch. 6, ſay, Paſchaſus, lays he, has wrote theſe things, and ſeveral others to lean us 
PIR 913» the reverence we owe to this myſtery, and make us know the majeſty of it * a 

if thoſe who pretend to be knowing would take the pains to read his Book, they 

will find ſuch great things in it, as will make 'em acknowledg they underſtood 

little of this myſtery before. After this teſtimony of one of Paſchaſus his 

principal Diſciples, who lived in the rorh. Century , I think .it cannot be 


deny'd that Paſchaſ#s propoſed his Doftrin by way of explication. He 
wrote, 


Author of the Perpetuity , That Error does not infmuate it ſelf 
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wrote, ſays he, to teach us what reverence we owe to this myſtery , and 
to make us know the mazelly of it. He will have alſo the learned before 
the reading of this Book to be in a manner ignorant of chis myſtery, and 
ſecing he is pleaſed the learned ſhould be h—_ qualified, I hope he will 
pardon the ignorant by a ſtronger reaſon. 


A ND thus do weſee on what deſign Paſchaſus and his Diſciples taughr 
their Opinion, to wit, as an illuſtration of the common Faith, an explicati- 
onof what was known before bur obſcurely , and not as a Doctrin directly 
oppoſite to an Error with which men were imbued. I acknowledg that this 
de{tgn proved not ſucceſsful th 'em in reſpect of all, and there being ſeveral 
who regarded this opinion as a novelty which ought to be rejected ; and as 
to them I doubt nor but Pajchaſus and his Diſciples procceded with 'em by 
way of oppoſition and contradiction, as weare wont to do againſt profeſt 
enemies : but how does this hinder them from propoſing their DoEtrin by 
way of explication, and eyen this, to wit, whether it was an expoſition of 
the ancient DoQtrin or not, was in part the fubje&t of the contradiction. 


IT is not poſſible, ſays Mr. Arnaud , that a Deftrin ſhould be approv'd of Bo 9. cb. 5. 
immediately by all thoſe to whom it was propoſed. There muſt certainly þo Page 900. 
Some who rejett it, and warn others againſt it. T grant it, but that it hence 
follows as Mr. Arnaud would have tt believed, that my pretenſion is impott- 
ble, is what I deny, and that with reaſon; for a man may well propoſe anew 
opinion by way of an explication of the ancient Faith , and defend ir atter- 
wards by way of contradiction againft adverſaries who reject it, and reſpect 
it as a novelty. 


IN fine, adds Mr. Arnaud, this means will not ſerve the end for which j;;qm, 
Mr. Claude de/igns it, which is to hinder men from riſing up againſt this Do- 
frin, and make the change inſenſible to thoſe which ſuffered it, We never 
cold Mir. Arnaud that this means abſolutely hindred the inſurreCtion he 
mentions, bur in effe&t the contrary ; to wit, that ſeyeral did riſe up againſt 
Paſchaſns ; but we pretend likewite 'twas cafic to cheat ſeveral by making 
'em receive this novelty, under the title of an explication, and that in their 
reſpect, they conceiv'd therein no other change than that which ignorant 
people do conceive, when they —_ a greater ilhuſtearion of the Faith of 
the Church, and whar thoſe learn ſons could conceive of it, merttion'd 
by Oden, who by reading Paſchaſus his Book , acknowledg'd they had hi- 
therro but ſmall knowledg of this myſtery. All the effect which this could 
produce was, to excite them againſt their former ignorance, and to efteem 
themſelves obliged to Paſchaſus tor his good infiructions. Now we know 
that theſe kind of infurre&ions make no great noiſe. 


 BVT, ſays moreover Mr. Arnaud, others muſt be ſurpritd in a contrary page got, 
manner, they muſt needs deride the abſurdity of this new Dottrin. They muſt 
be aſtoniſtd at the boldneſs of Paichaſus aud his Diſciples propofing, of it as 
the Faith of the Church. They muſt be mightily offended at their being acca- 
ſed of ignorance , and injulelny for nor believing, that which no Body ever 
did believe. Who told Mr. Aruaud there werenot in cffe&t ſeveral in Pa- 
ſchaſus his time, who had theſe kind of ſeaciments touching his Opinion. Pa- 
ſeaſas himfelf acknow!l that ſeveral called in queſtion his DoQtrin , he 
lays he wasreprehended for taking our Saviour's words in a wrong {ſenſe ; 
he endeavours toanſwer ſome of their objeQtions, ſeems to intimate he > 
ACC 


, 


Amp—_— 


174 


T he Poſſibility of the Change of Belief Boo « VI. 


Book 9. ch. 6, 
page 902, 


accuſed for writing his Book by an Enthuſiaſtic raſhneſs and pretended Re- 
velation.And in effc& John Scot, Raban, and Bertram wrote againſt his noyel- 
tics and oppoſed them. Bur this does not hinder its being true, that he pro- 
poſed his DoQtrin as an explication of the common Faith, and that this way 
mighr procure him many tollowers. And fo far concerning the Machins of 
Mellificarion. 


I come now to the pretended Machins of Execution. Mr. Arnaud im- 
mediately complains that I ſometimes make the Real Preſence to be eſta- 
bliſhed by rhe noiſe of Diſputes, and otherwhiles acknowledg there was ng 
Diſpute in the 10th. Century, whercin I pretend this was effected : 7 think, 
lays he, we had beſt leave him to his choice, and that by chooſing one of theſe 
chimerical means, he may acknowledg he has raſhly and falſly offer d the other, 
Were Mr, Arnaud's requeſt realonable, we would nor ſtick to grant it, not. 
withſtanding the ſharpnels of his expreſſions. But 'tis unjuſt and unwar- 
rantable : for 'tis eertain that the change in queſtion has hapned , and that 
with and without Diſputes. There wasa conteſt in the gth. Century du- 
ring the time wherein Paſchaſus lived, asI now ſaid. We do not find there 
was any inthe oth. bur in the 11th 'twas very hot. So that any man may 
ſee there is no contradiction in what I offered, let Mr. Arnaud ſay what he 
pleaſes. Which I hope he will grant me, when he conſiders, Firſt , Thar 
what I faid concerning the ſenſes that were atrackrt by the noiſe of the Diſ- 
pute, and th' Authority of the Court of Rome , muſt be referred to the 
I 14h, Century, and that'twill not be found I attributed itto the roth, Se- 
condly, That when I ſpoke preciſely of the roth. I did not ſuppoſe any 
Diſpures in ir, but on the contrary a groſs ignorance , which hindred 'em 
from diſpuring, 


Mr. ARNA% D cannot comprehend that there were , or that there 
were not any Diſputes. The means, ſays he, that they propoſed the Dottrin 
of the Real Preſence to ſo many perſons that never heard of it , or had an 
averſation to it, and that they have been perſuaded immediately, ſo that they 
made no reſiſtance. And ſo tar for the Diſputes. The means likewiſe that ſo 
many Diſputes ſhould produce no Writings, that the Paſchaſits ſhould pub- 
liſh nothing to ſatisfie the doubts propoſed to 'em. That the Bertramits in 
rejeiting the Dottrin of the Real Preſence fron never publiſh the reaſons for 
it. And here we have ſomething againſt the Diſpures. 


BUT people muſt never argue againſt matters of fat. *Tis certain 
there were Diſputes againſt Paſchaſus his Dorin in the gth. Century , we 
learn as much from Paſchaſus himſelf; 'tis alſo certain there were likewiſe 
in the x 1th, on the ſame ſubje&t, We are informed of this by the Hiſtory 
of Berenger. It appears that the Doftrin of Bertram had likewiſe its courle 
in the xoth. We learn this from the Paſchal Homilies and Sermons of that 
time which are extant. 'Tis alſo certain the Real Preſence was taught 
therein. We know this by th' example of Odon Arch-biſhop of Canterbury 
who madeuſe of Miracles to perſuade the world of the truth of ir. Yet 
does it not appear there were any: Diſputes rais'd on this-point , nor Wri- 
tings on either ſide. It ſeems to me we ought to ſtop here,” and argue nor 
agamſt theſe marters of fa&, ſeeing they cannot be denied, bur on theſe 
facts ro draw notices thence which may clear our principal Queſtion, which 
is whether Paſchaſus was the Innovator, or whether th' innovation muſt be 
attributed to Fohy Scot, to Bertram, to Raban, or any other adverſaries of 
Paſchaſus his Do&trin. This 


by one of the Authors that have written the lives of the Saints of the 10th. 
Century. What matter isit tous who wrote the lite of S. Radbodus, or that 


THIS is the Point to be diſpatched, tor what ſſynifics the marking one 


of S. Godart, or S. Remacle 2 We do not ſee, ſays Mr. Armaid, in any of theſe Book 9, ch. c. 
lives that either of 'em buſied himſelf to iuſtrutt the people in the Dottrin . of £*8© 997: 


the Real Preſence, and to refute the contrar 'y opinion. . Were this obſervation 
true what good would redound from it ? Did thele Hiſtorians deſign to 
learn the world the ſentiments of their Saints on cvcry particular Article of 
Religion, or to inform us what was. the ſubject of rheir Sermons and in- 
{tructions which they gave their people 2 Morcover, who ſuppoſes all theſe 
'Biſhops were Preachers of the Real Preſence ? It is ſufficient there were 
ſome that have authoris'd this Doftrin, William of Malmsbury , as Mr. Ar- 
aud himſelf acknowledges, relates of Odonth' Arch-biſhop of Canterbury, 


That he confirm'd ſeveral in the Faith that doubted of the truth of our Lords liiden. 


Body, having ſhewed them by a miracle, the Bread of the Altar changed in- 
to Fleſh, aud the Wine of the Chalice changed into Blood. Whether theſe 
doubters were the Diſciples of John *: or not, 'tis not neceflary to en- 

uire; 'tis ſufficient that this relation Thews us there were ſeveral perſons 
Ko withſtood the Doctrin of the Real Preſence, and that rheſe perſons were 
neither inconſiderable for their number, nor tame; ſecing a Primate of Exg- 
land, th* Arch-bilhop- of Canterbury was forced to make uſe of a Miracle 


for their Converſion. Mr. Arnaudlikewile tells us from the Life of S. Dun Page 9 #. 


ſtan that he preached the Real Preſence; and we have feen already whar he 
himſelf alledges rouching Odcx the Abbot of Clugny, who exhorted thoſe 
that thought themſelves learned to read Paſchaſus his Book,telling 'em they 
wy learn ſuch great things in it, as would make *em acknowledg they 
had hitherto but ſmall knowledg of the myſtery of the Euchariſt, This 
methinks is ſufficient to thew there. were endeavours in the oth. Century 
co eſtabliſh the Real Preſence. For what could rhele great things be which . 
the Learned had no knowledg of, and in which rhey were to be infiructed 
by Paſchaſus his Book, but = myſteries of the Real Preſence ? *T'would be | 
abſurd to ſay, that by theſe great things we muſt underſtand only the Devo- 
tion and Piety with which we ought to receive the Sacrament. For 'tis to 
be ſuppoſed, theſe Learned folks, mention'd by Odor were nor ignoranethat 
Jeſus Chriſt is on the Altar by the proper ſubſtance of his Body , neither 
could be ignorant that it ought to be received with all the ReſpeCt and Devo- 
tion we are able; and therefore there was no necd to ſend 'em to Paſchaſus his 
Book to diſcover therein this conſequence, ſecing it diſcovers ir felt ſuffict- 
ently cnough by the bare idea which the Goſpel gives us of Jeſus Chriſt. 


M OREOVER, hethar deſires to ſee the ſtrange effects of prejudice, 
nced but read the 7th. Chapter of Mr. Arnaud's gth. Book. He pretends 


toſhew therein, astheritle of the Chapter bears , 7hat the mixture of. the page 914, 


two Dofrines which Mr. Claude 1s obliged to admit in the toth. Century , is 4 
thing the moſt contrary imaginable to common ſenſe. He exerts all his parts, to 


ſhew this mixture is impoliible, he cannot endure there ſhould be theffln ci- 
ther ignorant or prophane perſons, nor Paſchaſiſts, nor Bertramiſts, Ind ar- 


gues thereupon till he has loſt both himſelf and his Readers. 


YET is this a real matter of fat againſt which all Mr, Arraud's fubtil- 
ties will not prevail, Thar the rwo Doctrines have been mixt in this Century. 
I already proved it in my Anſwer to the ar , bur Mr. Arnaud has 
thought good to ſuppreſs my proofs, and pals 'em over in ſilence, to make 

LL way 


1 76 mo The Poſpwility of the Change of Belief Book VI. 


way for his teaſonings. Bur ler him argue as long 4s he will, he cannot hin- 
der its being true, thar in the rxoth. Century th'Engliſh were taught this Do. 


Lib. Catholicor. Ettin, that as we confeder two things in the ſame creature, as for inſtance in the 


Serm. 


mb. = ' _ water of Baptiſm, the ane that it is naturally true *tis corruptible Water ; and 
Abraham Ve- th other that according to the ſpiritual myſtery, it has a ſaving virtue ; ſo 


locs. 


Ibiden. 


Serm. Elfrici 
apxd Exxd. 
Yolo. 


likewiſe if we confider th Euchariſt according to our natural underſtanding , we 
ſee it to be acorporeal and elementary creature ; but if we regard the ſpiritual 
virtue, then we underſtand there is life in it, and that twill give immortality 
to thoſe that ſhall partake of it with Faith. That there is a great deal of dif- 
ference between the inviſible virtue of this holy Euchariſt, and the vifible ſpecies 
of nature; that in reſpeft of its nature it is corruptible Bread, and corraptible 
Wine, arid that by the virtue of the Divine Word it is traly the Body and 
Blood of Chrift, yet not corporeally, but ſpiritually. That there is a great 
eeal of difference between this Body in which Feſus Chriſt has ſuffered, and that 
Body which is C @ pay wel in the Encharif : For the Body with which our Sa- 
wiour has ſuffered was born of the Virgin, has Blood, Bones, Skin, Sinews, and 
is indued with a reaſonable Soul, Bat his ſpiritual Body which we call the 
Euchariſt is compoſed of ſeveral grains, without Blood, Bones, Members, and 
Soul; and therefore we muſt not underſtand any thing of it corporeally, but 
ſpiritually. 


Il. Mr. ARNAUD cannot hinder it from being true , that the 
people were inſtrudted in this manner. The heavenly food with which the 
Fews were nouriſhed by the ſpace of forty years, and the Water which ran from 
the Rock, repreſented the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, which we now every 
day offer in the Church. They were the ſame things which we offer at this 
day, not corporeally, but ſpiritually. We have already told you that our Sa- 
viour Chriſt before his Palion Conſecrated Bread and Wine to [4 his Euchariſt, 
and ſaid, This is my Body and Blood. He had not yet ſuffered , and yet he 
changed by his inviſible virtue this Bread into his own Body , and this Wine 

 #nto his own Blood, in the ſame manner as he had already done in the Wilder- 
neſs before he was incarnate, when he changed the heavenly Manna into his 
Fleſh, and the Water which ran from the Rock into his own Blood. He that 
eats my Fleſh and drinks my Blood has Eternal Life. He does not command 
us to eat that Body which he aſſum'd, nor drink that Blood which he ſpilt for 
us, but by this he means the holy Euchariſt, which is ſpiritually his Body and 
Blood, which whoſoever ſhall taſte with a pure heart Hat live eternally. Un- 
der the ancient Law the Faithful offered to God ſeveral Sacrifices, which fig- 
nified the Body of Jeſus Chriſt to come ; this Body T ſay which he offered to 
God his Father as a Sacrifice for our Sins. But this Euchariſt which we now 
Conſecrate on Gods Altar is the Commemoration of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt of- 
fered for us, and Blood ſhed for as, according as he himſelf has commanded, 
ſaying, Do this in remembrance of me. 


ran ARNAUD muſt be remembred_ that EZlfric Abbat of 
Malmwfſury , and who was afterwards ( as 'tis thought) Arch-biſhop of 
Canterbury, and lived in the fame time, wrote, That the Euchariſt is not the 
Body of Jeſus Chriſt corporally, But ſpiritually ; not the Body in which Teſus 
Chriſt has ſuffered, but the Body in which he ſpake the night before his F aſſ- 


. On, when he Conſecrated the Bread and Wine , and ſaid of the C onſecrated 


Bread, This is my Body, and of the Conſecrated Wine, This is my Blood, which 
is ſhed for many for the remiſſion of fins. The Lord who before his Paſſion 


Conſecrated the Euchariſt, and ſaid, the Bread was his Body , and the - ws 
| truly 


a. a Wraith & 
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truly his Blood, does himſelf every day Conſecrate by [the hands of the Prieſt 
the Bread into his Body, and the Wine into his Blood , by a ſpiritual myſtery; 
as we find it written, This enlivening Bread is not in any ſort the ſame Body 
in which our Lord ſuffered, and the Conſecrated Wine is not the Blood of our 
Lord. which was ſhed as to the corporeal matter, but it is as (9 the ſpiritual. 
The Bread was his Body, and the Wine his Blood , as the Bread of Heaven 
which we call the Manna with which the people. of God were nowriſhed during 


orty- years, and the water which ran from the Hock in the De(art was his Blood, 
as ſays the Apoſtte in one of h1s Epiſtles , they ate' of the ſame ſpiritual food, 
and drank of the ſame ſpiritual drink. The -pojtle does not {ay corporad! 


but ſpiritually. For Feſus Chriſt was not then born, nor hs Blood ſpilt, when 
the people ate of this' food, and drank of this Koci 


IV. Mr. ARN AT D cannot tunder V4; Biſhop of Salisbury int ws. is th 
his Sermon which he made to his Clergy , trom ipeaking in this manner S- Bened. Cant, 
This Sacrifice is not the Body of Jeſus Chriſt wherein he "ſuffered , nor 
his Blood which was ſhed for us ; but 1t 15 made ſpiritually his Body and Blood, 
as the Manna which jeil from Heaven, and the water which guſhed out of the 
Rock, according to the ſaying of S. Paui, I will not have you Brethrey to be 
ignorant, that our Fathers have been all under aCloud,' and paſs'd the Sea, 
and all of 'em baptiz'd by Moles, in the Cloud and in the Sea ,» and that they 
have all eaten the {ame ſpiritual food, and drank the ſame ſpiritual drink ; 
for they drank out of the ſpiritual Rock. which followed them. Now this Rock 
was Chriſt : and therefore the Pſalmiſt ſays, he gave them the Bread of  Hea- 
ven, Man has eaten the Any21s food. We likewiſe without doubt eat the Bread 
of Angels, and drink of this Rock which ſignifies Chriſt , every time we ap- 
proach with Faith to the Sacrifice of the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt. 


V. Mr. ARNATD muſt know that the people were publickly 7» 04. 2:5. 
taught, 7hat Jeſus Chriſt brake the Bread to repreſent the fraflion of hig Ec«l. ”igorn. 
Body, that he bleſs d the Bread and brake it, becauſe it pleaſed him ſo to 
ſubmit the human nature which he had taken to death, that he has alſo added 
that he had in it a treaſure of Divine immortality. And becauſe Bread 
ſtrengthens the body , and the Wine begets blood in the fleſh, therefore the 
Bread relates myſtically to the Body, and the Wine ta the Blood. 


VI. He muſt know that FHeriger Abbot of Lobbs in the County of Sig de Scrige, 
Liege, publickly condemned Paſchaſus his DoCtrin as new , and contrary to pg 
the Faith of the Church, Which we learn by S:gzbert and the continuer of 144. tom. 6. 
the Afts of the Abbots of Lobbs ; tor both of 'em fay , That he produc'd Shicil- p: 591. 
ain Rabbert a great many paſſages of the Fathers Writings touching the Bo- 
ly and Blood of our Lord. 


VII. Mr. ARN AT D himlſfelt confeſſes that John Scot, who with- Book 5. ch. 4. 
drew into Eng/and abour the end of the preceding Century, made perhaps P92: 
ſome Diſciples of his DoCtrin. © *Tis true he wouldchave theſe Diſciples to 
be ſecret. But why ſecret 2 John Scot kept not” himſelf private , Bertran 
and Raban were neither of 'em in private, Thoſe that diſliked Paſehaſus 
his Novelties hid not themſelves in the gth, Century. Why then muſt the 
Diſciples of John Scot lie ſecret in the 1oth. wherein were Homilies th.c 
were filled with Doctrins contrary to that of Paſchaſus publickly read 2 
Beſides, asI have already faid,. there's no likelihood that Odor Arch-biſhop 
of Canterbury ſhould think himſelf oblig'd to have recourſerto ſuch a famous 
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william of Tyr. 
lib, 1, cap. 8. 


Pr f. ad Con- 
cilium Troſl. 


Concileum 
Troſl, cap. 3+ 


' them in a caſe wherein the matter of taCt fo plainly appears. 


_ pole rhe contrary. 


' people are gone into captivity, 


miracle as is that related by William of Malmsbury, to confute thoſe that 
durſt not ſhew themſelves. 


S.EFEING therefore on one hand the Dodtrin of the Real Preſence 
raught in the xoth. Century, and on the other the contrary Doin preg. 
ched, and publickly held, it feems ro me we may ſay with boldneſs that this 
Century was mix'd; and Mr. Arnaud cannor give us a greater prejudice 


againſt his way of arguing by pretended moral impoſiibi ties than to uſe 


'TIS moreover very ſtrange that Mr. Arnaud ſhould endeavour to per: 
ſuadeus 'twas not poſlible there could be in this Century ignorant people 
that had no other than a confuſed knowledg of Goſpel Myſteries ; atterthe 
reſtimonies we have brought him of ſo many Authors who unanimouſly de- 
Does he expe&t we will believe him ſooner than Wil: 
liam of Tyr an Hiſtorian of the 12th. Century, who rells us, ſpeaking of 
the zoth. and 11th. That the Chriſtian Faith was decayed among ft thoſe why 
called themſelves Chriſtians, that there were therein no more juſtice, equity, or 
any other virtue, that the world ſeem'd to draw towards an end, and was alout 
returning to its former Chads, that the lives of Church-men were no better thay 
the peoples, for the Biſhops grew negligent of their charge, were dumb dog that 
could not bark. Does he hope we ſhall give a greater deference to his rea- 
ſons than to the teſtimony of Zt&rive Arch biſhop of Rheims, an Author of 
the xoth. Century, who afſurcs us,. that Chriſtian Religion was nigh decayed, 
and ſtanding as it were on the edg of a precipice. We have, ſays he, in the 
Council of Troſly , ſcarcely any good order obſerved among ft us , the whle 
tate of the Church i overthrown ang corrupted, and not to ſpare our ſelves, 
we that ought to correft the faults of others, arg as bad as the reſt ; we are cal. 
led Biſhops, but do we do the office of a Biſhop > We leave off Preaching, we 
behold thoſe committed to us forſake God, and plunge themſelves in all man 
wer of lewdneſs, and yet are filent ; we reach not forth to'em the hand of cor- 
refttion. If at any time we tell 'em that which does not pleaſe 'em , they an- 
ſwer us in the words of our Saviour , the Scribes and Phariſees fit in Moſes 
his ſeat, &c. So that in this manner are we ſtruck dumb, and the Lords flock 
1s loſt, are drowned in vices, and expoſed tothe cruel teeth of wolves. There 
being no body to ſhew'em the way of. life , how can it be but they muſt wander 
into the paths of error > Thas in them is accompliſhed what is ſaid by the 
Prophet, This ignorant people =_ be ftruck with jealoufie ; and again, My 
ecauſe they had 'no knowledg. Where are they 
who are converted by our Preaching and have brought forth fruits worthy of 
repentance? Who is the man that by hearing us has left his luxury , covetouſ- 


eſs, or pride ? 


p 

This good Biſhop who deſerves without doubt for his zeal notto be 
comprehended amongſt the nuwber of others , deſcribing in a decretal of 
his Council aſſembled at 7rofly the condition of the Monaſteries of his time, 
fays, That as well the Monks as the Nuns lived without Rule, and Diſcipline, 
applying themſelves to worldly affairs; that ſome of 'em were conſtrained by 
weceſſity to return into the world again, that the Monaſteries were poſſeſs d by 
Lay- Abbots who lived therein with their Wives, Children, Soldiers and Dogs; 
that the Abbots were not in a capacity t examine the Rules of their Convents, 
to read, or underſtand 'em; an T at any time the Book was offered 'em,their 
reply was, Neicio literas, He atterwards repreſents the violence of rhoſc 


that 
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that raviſh'd the goods of the Church, perſecuted, and pur to death the 
Prieſts, forcibly rook away their Neighbors Eſtares , laying ſnares for the 
innocent, purtring 'em to death and plundering their houſes , and fays the 
number of theſe latrer was infinite, and that they imagin'd 'twas a gentile 
thing to live by Rapine. Atrterwards heturns his diſcourſe to rhe Raviſhers 
of Virgins, and Women, and thoſe that contracted clandeſtine and inceſtu- 
ous Marriages, and ſhews the number of theſe was nor ſmall. Thence he 


; comes to the ſcandalous converſation of Prieſts with Women , to perjured 


Perſons, Quarrels, Murthers ; and in fine, concludes by an exhortation to 


the Biſhops his Suffragans to do henceforward their dury. Alas, fays he, id. is Zpit. 


alas | thro our negligence, and ignorance, and by the neylett and ignorance of 
our Predeceſſors, and that of our Brethren who are ſtill living, ſeveral do pe- 


rifh in their Vices, aud at this time there are an infinite number of people of 
both Sexes, Ages, and Conditions, ignorant of the Faith, know not their Creed, - 


or Pater nofter. How can theſe _ , Juppoſms they were of honeſt converſa- 
tion, do good Works, having not the foundation of Faith > And what excuſe 
can we make for our ſelves 2 when they die they enter not into life, for they are 
wnacquainted with it , but they enter into eternal death, which they cannot 
avoid, being without Faith; for the juſt live by Faith. We are then , as 
Gregory ſays, the murtherers of theſe people that periſh, whereas we ſhould be 
their guides to ſave them, For 'tis for our fins this multitude are degenerated, 
becauſe we careleſly neg/ett the giving them the inſtrutlions of life. Will Mr. 
Arnaud now periuade us 'twas impoſiible there ſhould be perſons in the 
oth, Century that had only a contufed knowledg of Chriſtianity 2 


THE ignorance,lays he, of the myſtery of the Euchariſt cannot ſubfift with Book 9. ch. 74 
a million of Preachers of the Real Preſence, and a million of people that teje- 038 915: 


Hed it. When Mr. Arzaud is in his Cloſer, a million of Preachers coſts 
him no more than thirty; and his Commiſion is as ſoon given to a great 
number as a \mall. Bur what is moſt admirable, is, that when we come to 
count theſe Preachers of the Real Preſence, we do not find *emto be above 
four or five at moſt ; oneof which, as I already obſerved , plainly tells us, 


that thoſe of his time that perſonated learned men had ſmall knowledg of 


this myſtery, till they read Paſchaſus his Book, which muſt be according 
to him the tountain of their light. *Tis moreover to be obſerved that what 
Inow alledged of Heriv4 in the Council of 7refly, is of the year 90g. thar 
is to fay, in the beginning of the xorh. Century. Now it is certain the 
darkneſs waxed greater after this Century , but we fee to what degree it ar- 


rived then. Moſt of the Abbats knew not how to read. The Paſtors left off 


Preaching 'to and inſtrufting of the people ; and an infinire number of peo- 
ple of either Sex, both young and old, could not ſay their Creed , nor the 
Lords Prayer during their whole lives. Methinks ic cannot be well con- 
cluded hence there were at that time in the Church neither ignorant nor 
—_— perſons ; much leſs can it be concluded hence, there were then 

three forts of perſons, the Paſchaſſts , the Bertramiſts, and thoſe that 


paſs'd from one opinion toanother. 'Tis ſufficient, fays Mr. Arnaud , to tell Page 915- 


Mr. Claude in a word, that to aft as he muſt ſuppoſe they have done, they 
muſt not have been men, but ſome other kind of Animals , and ſuch creatures 
as we never heard of. To which I anſwer, that if he will not allow 'em tobe 
Men, he ſhall make Satyrs , or Centaurs of 'em if he will : for as to my 
part I muſt ſuppoſe 'em to be what my are, If he does not find the Paſ- 
chafifts had zeal enough for the Real Preſence , he ought ro impart more to 
em if he can, And if the Bertramiſts have not well diſcharged their duty, 
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we for our ſhare muſt deplore their ſtupidity, ſecing we cannor help it, 
But howlſoever 'cis certain there were: Paſchafiſts , and that there were Ber- 
tramiſts.; and 'tis likewiſe as certain: that the Paſtors carcleſincis , and the 
Peoples, ignorance were both very great. Thele are-matters of fact, againſt 
which'tis in vain to difpute. All.that can be rationally ſaid, is, that the ig- 
norance of the one, and the careleſineſs of the others made em agree in the 
ſubject of the Real Preſence. I mean they diſputed nor abour it, becauſe 
they wanted ability. ro do it, as:well as zeal and induſtry, 


Mr. A RN AT D endeayours-in vain to perſuade us that the dilorders 
of the xoth, Century were no greater than thoſe of the others, and that 
the ſtate of the Church in this world 1s to include in the ſame external Society 
both living and dead Members , Stubble and Wheat; 'tis a neceſſary conſe- 


. ſequence of this ſtate, that a man may reproach every Age with ſeveral dior. 


Book 9. ch, To 
Page 947+ 


ders, and that each time of the Church may be reſpetted as having two different 
faces, according as a man caſts his eyes upon the good that credit it, or thewicked 
that diſhonour 1t. 


W HA T he fays is but too.true , and ſo tis too true that the 1oth, 
Century has.improyed the former errors; tor beſides that the common dif- 
orders have appeared init in a different degree, there were particular ones 
in it which the preceding Ages werenot acquainted with.- Never was there 
ſuch an ignorance betore which the Council of 7rofly then denoted. The 
neglect ot rhe Biſhops and Prieſts was'never fo. great as that Council , El 
fric Arch-biſhop of Canterbury , and William of Tyre deſcribe it. Cove. 
rouſnels never reigned ſo much amongſt the Monks and Prieſts, as Polydor 
Virgil teſtifies it did then. Such an univerſal degeneracy, as we find attri. 
bured by Authors to thoſe times, we never yet heard of. There were ne- 
ver ſcen in the Church of Rome the like diſorders as thoſe that. were obſer. 
vable throughout this whole Century. Such a relaxation of Diſcipline in 
the Cathedral Churches (the ſuperintendency of which was.commutted to 
Children .of 5, 10,.12, and 14 years). was/never before known. . Moſt 
Writers that have mention'd it are Hiſtorians that deſign'd not to pals cen- 
ſures, or aggravate in general the degeneracy of men , but to remark the 
particular characters , this Century which diſtinguiſh them from the relt. 
And thereforc they call it the unhappy Age, an Age of lead, the iron Age, at 
obſcure and dark Age, an Age of darkneſs and ignorance, a moſt wretched time 
wherein the juſt were not to be found, and wherein truth had forſaken the earth, 
an Age, in ſhort, wherein hapned a general decay of all virtues. 


"TIS in vain for Mr. Arnaud to lay again, "tWas an Age of Zeal, Fervour, 
Converſtons, Reformations in Princes , in Princeſſes, in Biſhops , in Religzous 
Perſons, and in the People. For firſt , *ris certain that in reſpect of thoſe 
which Mr. Arnaud ſpeaks of, that their Zeal, their Fervour, their Conver- 
ſions, their Reformations, ſuch as they were had not that prevalency as £0 
make 'cm diſpute amongſt themſelves of the Real Preſence. On one 
was taught, as we have already obſerved , That there's a great difference 
between this Body in which Jeſus Chriſt ſuffered, and that which is Conſecra- 
ted in the Euchariſt ; that the one is born of the Virgia , has Blood, Bones, 
Skin, Nerves, and is endued with a reaſonable Soul ; = that the other which 
x his. ſpiritual Body confiſtsof ſeveral grains, without Blood, Bones, Members, 
and Soul. That as in the Water of Baptiſm there are two things to be conft- 


dered, one that according to nature 'tis corruptible water ,” and the goo 7 ac- 
coramy 
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cording to the ſpiritual myſtery, this water has a ſalutary virtue; ſo the' Eur 
chariſt according to the natural underſtanding is a corporeal and corruptive 
creature, and according to the ſpititual virtue, life is in it , it gives immor- 
zality to the Faithful. "Fwas taught, that the Bread and Wine are ſpiritu- 
ally changed into the Body and Blood of Feſus Chriſt , as the Manna was chan- 
ged into his Fleſh, and the water of the Rock into his Blaod. That the Bread 
1s not in any wiſe the ſame Body in which our Saviour ſuffered, nor the Wine 
the Blood which he fhed for us, but his Body and Blood ſpiritually: In this 
Age were ſeveral paſſages of the Fathers collected and urged againſt Paſcha: 
ſus touching the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt. On the other hang the 
Paſtors were exhorted to come and learn in Paſchaſus his Book what they 
were as yet ignorant of. Miracles were likewiſe wrought ro confirm thoſe 
that doubted of the Real Preſence ; but we donor find they diſpured about 
it one againſt another. If rhe reaſon which I offer fromthe ignorance, and 
negligence of the one and the other does not well reliſh with Mr, Arnaud, 
ler him give a better, Tl gladly receive it , provided he denies not certain 
matters of fat, againſt which noarguments muſt be offered, 


THE Zeal, Fervour, Converſions and Reformations which he attri-* 
bures to the roth. Century, hinder not the truth of what we obſerved con- 
cerning the Religious living without Rule, their Abbots being married and 
Lay-men, the Biſhops neglecting to inſtruct their Flocks, and an infinire 
number of either Sex and all Apes, being ignorant of the Creed and Lords 
Prayer, and living and dying in this ignorance. This is a matter of fa&t 
atteſted by Witnetles of that very Age, This does not hinder but the Ro- 
man Church was for this whole Century in a fearfu/ diſorder, as ſpeaks 
the Author of the Perpetuity, and Baronius too when he tells us , Our $4- pon. anna. 
wviour Chriſt ſlept then in his Ship. He ſlept and mad: as tho he ſaw not theſe £ccld. Tom 10, 
things, he let them alone , he aroſe not to take vengeance ; and that which EE OTR, 
was worſe, there were no Diſciples who by their ſhrieks ſhould awake the Lord 
fleeping, for they were all aſleep themſelves. What thjuk" you were the Cardi- 
nals, Prieſts, and Deacons that were elefted by theſe Monſters , ſeeing there's 
nothing more natural than for every _ to produce its like. Who > 2 but 
they conſented to all which they did who had choſen 'em , but that they imita- 
ted 'em and trod in their footſteps , but that they all defired our Saviour 
ſhould ſleep on, and never riſe to judg them, nor awake to call 'em to account 
for their wicked deeds. Luitprand produces a Letter of Fohy the Xllth. to 
the Council, which the Emperor 0tton aſſembled at Rowe to depoſe him, 
which ſhews us how admirable the Popes were for Learning in thoſe days. 
Joannes Epiſcopus ſervus ſervorum Dei omnibus Bpiſcopis, Nos audjvimus di- 
cere quod vos vultis alium —_— facere, fi hee fecerztis, Excommunico wos 
dle Deo omnipotenti, ut non habeatis liceytiam ullum ordinare & miſſam cele- 
#rare. The Councils anſwer is asclegant. Eft weſtzis in literis ſcriptum 
quod non Epiſcopum ſed puerilem ineptiam ſcribere deceret, excommunicaſtis 
entom omnes ut non habeamus licent iam canendi miſſam, ordinandi Fcclefraſticas 
diſpofitiones, fi al,um Romang Sedi conſtitueremus Epiſcopum. Ita enim ſcri- 
ptumerat, non habeatis licentiam ullum ordinare. Nunc uſque putavimpus, im- 
mo credimus duo negativa unum facere dedicativum, nift veſtra autoritas pri- 
ſcorum ſententias infirmaret aut orum. G 


THE Zeal, Fervour, frequent Converſions, and Reformations of thoſe 
days could not hinder but that Symony was very frequent, as I proved in 


my Anſwer to the Perpetuity by the toftimonies of Zuitprand, and ys 


tim. « 
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and by-the very confeſſion of the Author of the Perperuit y himſelf, which 


might be further made to appear were it neceflary.- Now judg T pray you 
what ſcience and zeal there could bg it! a Church where the miniſterial OE 
fice was upon fale to him tharjoftered moſt. And morcover,the Arch-biſhop- 
ricks, and Biſhopricks commonly beſtowed on Children uncapable of dif. 
charging thoſe great truſts; which Baronizs expreſly aflerts : for having told 
us: from the ellimoiy of Frodoart that Heribert Earl of Guyenne and Syel- 
phus Arch-biſhop of Rhemes were agreed, that after the dearh of S#-1phus 
the Arch-biſhoprick ſhould come to Heribert's Son, he ſays, that Herbert 
to make quick work cauſed S#elphus to be poiſoned, and his Son to be cho- 
ſen in his place, who was not aboyefive years old ; that the news of the 
EleCtion being brought tothe King, the confirm'd ic , which was alſo done 
by Pope Fohn the Xth/ To which (Baronizs adds, That this example was 
quickly followed by ſeveral Princes, who promoted their own or relations Chil. 
dren to the Epiſcopal Seats as oft as they became wacant, which, ſays he, was 
likewiſe done in Rome it ſelf in thoſe days, Conſtantinople, and other great 
Cities, And wonld to God, adds he, this cuſtom had went no farther than thoſe 
days, and that ſo deteſtable a wickedneſs againſt the Churches Canons were 
unknown to the following Ages. Let Mr. Arnaud himlelt judg whether ig- 
norance, and careleſneſs are not the natural effects of ſuch diſorders. 


WHEREUNTO we may add the Tumults and continual Wars 
with which the Weſt was afflicted during this whole Century ; tor 'tis cer- 
tain that from the beginning tothe end of itall Europe reſounded with the 
noiſe of them. France was therein troubled by the League of Robert, and 
the dreadful conſequences hapning thereupon, by the Wars againſt the Nor- 
mans, Danes, and Germans, and by thoſe which hapned upon the rejeCtion 
of Charles Duke of Lorrain, and th' Ele&tion of Zugo Capet. Fngland was 
therein diſturb'd by divers Civil Wars, and the frequent Incurſions of the 
Danes, Scotch, Iriſh, and other people {till proteſiing Paganiſm. Spain 
was alſo moleſted by the Moors, Arabians, and Saracens, by the Invations 
of the Normans, and by the dreadful Diviſions of the Chriſtians. 


 GERMA NT ſpent this Century in perpetual Confuſions, the Danes, 
Sclavonians, and Huns ravag'd all things by their ircuptions which often 
hapned. For Children to contrive the death ot their Parents was ordinary, 
and Great Perſons to riſe up againſt their lawtul Princes, (which commonly 
ended in bloody Battels) not to mention the cruel-Wars which the Empe- 
rors had to maintain in raly againſt the FaCtious, and in Calabria againit 
the Greeks and Saracens.) As to /taly ſhe was throughout this whole 
Century , in the moſt deplorable ſtate imaginable; on one hand by the 
Princes of Tuſcany, on the other by the. Wars of rhe Iralian Princes one 
againſt another, andthe Arms of the Emperors and neighboring Kings.s.In 


' ſhort, the confuſions were then ſo general, that there was ſcarcely a corner 


in Europe wherein a man that loves quiet could obtain it, Now who is it 
bur knows that times of War and Diviſions are apt to introduce carelclnels, 
looſenels, and ignorance of the myſteries of Religion into the Church, 


I CONFESS there were in this Age ſome endeayours after a Re- 
formation; bu beſides that they were but merc eſlays that proved incfieQtu- 


al, I deny they were ſtrong enough , ſuppoſing they could have had a wi- 


ſhed for ſucceſs, to ſtir men up to ſearch into the Controverſic of C 


Real Preſence in the Sacrament. The moſt conſiderable were thoſe made 
in 
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in che Council of 7 roſly already mention'd by us, and ir will nor be amiſs 
to make ſome remarks on what was reſolved therein, Let us endeavonr, Concil. Troft. 
lay theſe Fathers which werenot above twelve) by our own means and by the FR_— 
Frieſts under us, to avoid as much as in us lies, this terrible damiation, 
which we bave drawn down upon our ſelves and the people committed to our , 
charge. Let us inſtruft 'em both by our Doftrin and Example. Let us behave 
our ſelves as the Miniſters of Chriſt, that our Office be not diſhonored ; and'it 
be ſaid of us, the Prieſts are without knowledg, rhoſe to whom the Law is com- 
mitted have not knoun me, and leſt we fall into the fault of Ely who correfted 
not the faults of his Sons. Firſt then tet every Chriſtian ground himſelf well 
in the Chriſtian Religion, which is the Catholick Faith , without which a man 
cannot be called a Chriſtian. Let him believe in the Father, Son , and Holy 
Spirit, one only true God , three perſons in unity of ſubſtance. But yet know 
that the Son alone took on him our Fleſh to ſave us, and thus ſuffered Death, 
roſe again, aſcended up into Heaven, and will come in the ſame Fleſh to judg 
both quick and dead. Let him believe in the Holy Ghoſt , and that by him we 
have the remiſſion of fins in our Baptiſm, and that thro his Grace our fins are 
contiuually pardon'd by the penitence and miniſtery of the Prieſts. Let him 
believe alſo a real and general Reſurrection of the Fleſh ar the coming of Jeſus 
Chriſt. This is the true foundation of Faith which muſt be adorned by Good 
Works ; for as 'tis impoſſible. -without Faith to pleaſe God, ſo Faith cannot be 
perfect if it ſbews not it ſelf by Charity, for if it be void of works its become 
dead in it ſelf. They atterwards proceed to the rules ot morality, recom- 
mending Hope, Charity, Humility, Chaſtiry, Temperance, Sobriery, arid - 
condemn Pride, Envy, Hatred, Variance, Drunkennefs, Calumny, Magick, 
Divinations, &c. , 


—_—_— 


HERE we have without queſtion very corhmendable crideayours, but 
they reach no farther than the 1nſtrutting of rhe people in the Articles of 
che Crecd ad the principal points of morality. Theſe Fathers in their great- 
eſt zeal ro reform both themſelves and others, make no mention of the Real 
Preſence. *T'was not then above fifty years when the Diſpute was vety hot 
on this ſubyect, and Books were wrote on borh fides. Yet it ſeems they 
rook no notice'of it, much leſs determin to inſtruct the people in what they - 
ought to hold of it. All their care was 'to remoye that ignorance of the 
Fundamentals wherein the people lay , and correct that fearful corruption 
* of manacrs wherein the greateſt parr ſpent their lives. Now this thews us 
that Mr.: Arnaud can draw no advantage from theſe eflays of a Retormari- 
on, for ſuppoſing they had their whole efte&t, they- extzndetl nor fb far as * 
the queſtion of the Real Preſence, becauſe they ſuppaſl? either that the peo- 
ple were nor iggorant of ir, or that the Paſtors were tl1cmſelves fo perſua: 
ded of ir, that "twas needleſs to inſtrut them in ir ; or exhort them to in- 
ſtruct their Flocks in it. Bur whart likelihood is there that this innumer- 
able multirude of people of both Sexes, and of*all-Agcs and conditibns of 
life, that knew not their Creed , 'norghe Lords Prayery'and lived prithour 
any knowledg of the Principles of Chriſtian Religion ſhould know'the Do- 
Arin of the Real Preſence. Were they all in thol> days born' imbued with 
this Dotcin? What likelihood isghere: thoſe Abbots that Knew not the Sta: 
tures 'of their Monaſterics, / And who to cxcule themſelves from reading *em 
when offered rothem, were forced to ſay, n2ſcimus lireras, were'fhbt like- 
wiſe greatly ignorant of the Myſtery: of the' Euchariſt > What reafor' is 
there to ſay the Paſtors:rhemſelves were commonly inſtructed init, ſeeing 
Odon.Abbot of Clugny, as'we haye alrcady ſeen , teſtifies rhar rhoſe:who 
aaa pretended 
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pretended to be learned yet had little knowledg of the Sacrament ill they 
read Paſchaſus his Book. | 


THERE were likewiſe other Reſormations madesin this Century, bur 
they ſerved only to eſtabliſh ſome order in the Monaſteries, and the obſer. 
vance of particular Statutes under which the Religious are obliged ro live 
by their profeſſion ; and this does not hinder bur that ignorance and carcleſ. 
neſs were very greatin reſpett of the Myſtery of Religion. 


AS to the Converſions, 'tis certain there were ſome , bur Mr. Arnaud 
knows very well the greateſt part of 'em_ were wrought by force, or the in- 
tereſts and intrigues of Princes. ' And thus thoſe thar were converted might 
well embrace their Religion implicitly or in groſs, withour troubling them- 
ſelves with particular Doctrins, as the greatelt part of the People of the Ro- 
man Churchdo ar preſent. In the year 912, according ro Matthew of Weſt. 
minſter, Rollon, or Raoul, Duke of Normandy embraced the Chriſtian Religi- 
on to eſpouſe Gi// the Daughter or Siſter of Charles III. King of Fraxce, 
In the vear 925, Sitricus King of Denmark cauſed himſelf ro be Bapriſed to 
eſpoule Edgite the Siſter of Ezel/}an King of England , but a while atter he 

.returned to Paganiſm, In the year 926, Elan having vanquilh'd in Bartle 
ſeveral petty Kings which were then in Eng/and, obliged them and their 
Subjects to receive the Chriſtian Faith. In the year 949, 9tten King of 
Germany having ſubdued the Sclayonians, theſe people redeemed their lives 
and Country by being Baptiz'd. In the year 965, Polard was converted to 
the Chriſtian Faith by the Marriage of Mjeziſaus its King with the Daugh- 
ter of Boleſiajis Duke of Bohemia. John XIII. Anti-Pope to Beneditt V, 

, | ſent rhither Gi/es Biſhop of 7#/calum to eſtabliſh under the Authority of 

the King his Religion in that Country. In the year 989, Adalbert Arch- 
Biſhop of Prague went into Huxgary to endeayour the  converkon of thoſe 
people ; but this was under the authoriry and power of Geiſa King of Hun- 
gary, who was conyerted by commerce with Chriſtians whom he treely per- 
mitted to, live in his Kingdom. So that all theſe converſions about which 
Mr. Arnaud and the Author of the Topemdy make ſuch a noiſe.to advance 

_ the BIOLY's zeal, and knowledg of the Biſhops of the 1oth. Century do- nor 

at all conclude what they pretend. 


LET the Reader then joyn all theſe things together, and judg which of * 
us.two has moſt reafon, Mr. Arnaud who maintains it to be impoſſible thar 
the belict of vhe Real Preſence, ſuppoſing *rwere a novelty in the Church, 
could make any progreſs therein in the rorh. Century withour Diſputes and 
Commotions, or I who-maiutain that:thele monde werg nor only poſlt- 
ble,. bur caſie tobe conceiv'd. Firſt, There: were Diſputes on this ſubject 
in the gth. Century, which is a matter of fat net! to be denied, Secondly, 
Althorthe queſtion was/ therein agitated , yet was. it not decided by any 
Council, nor by the, Church of Kenig,, nor by. apy other publick Authort 
ty.. Thirdly, Thoſe of the xoth: Century feil-into a very confuſed know- 
ledg of. the Myſtery of Chriſtian Religion, -it general, rhe People, the Re- 
ligious, and the greateſt part of rhe'Prieſly and Biſhops , lived in very grols 
ignorance, and in a prodigious -neglett of the chief Offices of their Charge, 
as wehaye fully proved. Fourthly ;: Eccleſiaſtical, Diſcipline was wholly 
laid aſide in this Age, and the temporal. ſtare of 'the Church lay m a perpe- 
tual and genera} contuſion. Fifthly, Ir appears that the Doftrin of Bertram 


Which:was contrary to th&Real Preſence was therein preached in. _ 
? | : places. 


. 
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places: ! Sixthly, It alſo appearsthat that 'of Paſchaſus was ſo'roo, and:was 
endeavour'd tobe under-propeby Miracles;: and Paſtors/exhorted tro read 
Paſchaſas lus Book'\to be inſtrutted: inſthe Myſtery of the Euchariſt. $Se- 
venthly,” To'which we may add, thatrhe perſons that taught the Real Pre- 
ſence 1n;this. Century: were ;people .of = credit: and -auchority: .' Odor 
that confirm'd'it by Miracles. was Archbiſhop of Canterbury, .and was in 
great reputation. . 'Th'other Qdon who had-ſuch an eſteem, tor Paſchaſus his 
Book was. an Abbot of \Clugry, a reſtorer and reformer of ſeveral Monaſte- 


ries; of whom Barozius ſays, That hewas choſen by God as another Jeremiahizon. a4 an. 
to pluck up, deſtroy, ſeatter, plant and build in that wretched Age. $38. 


ALL theſe matters of -fa&t being clearly proved as they are,.wharig. 
poſſibility is/therethat the DoEtrin of 'Paſchaſus (which he raught in' the 
9th. Century, as an explication of the true Doctrin of the- Church , con- 
ficming it as much as he' could by ſeveral paſſages of the Fathers taken m a 
wrong ſenſe,” no'publick Authority: hafihg condemn'd ir) ſhould have fol 
lowers in the xoth. That rheſe his Diſciples finding '*emfelves credited and 
authoris'd'by their Offices and Employs in a Chucch wherein ignorance; 
careleſneſs,,and contuſion reign'd, have "themſelves communicated and dif- 
, pers'd it in the minds of ſeveral, wirhour reſiſtance ;tandthus rhis Doftrin 
has made in the ſpage of theſe hundred years inſenfible. progreſles, eſtabliſh> 
ing ir ſelf by little andlirtle under the name and title of the Churches Faith, 
till having been at length :diretly apd formally contradicted inthe 1 1th; 
as an innovation, this Doctrin* tound it-felf the ſtrongeſt ; and triumph'd 
over the contrary Dodtrin: © Whar difficulty can be Trais'd againſt, chis. Hy- 
potheſis, which mayinor be cafaly ſolved 2gIt it be faid rhat Paſchaſus did 
not propoſe any thing/but wharall the faithful already diſtin&tly knew and 
believed, . Paſchaſus hunſelf will anſwer for me, that he has moved ſeveral 
S time *rwas not ſufficiently knowny: and that he: ditcovered things of 
which: the people were” ignorant-- Ode wilbanſwer-for me that the moſt 
learned had bur little knowledgof .the myſtery of 'the Euchariſt if they had 
not read Paſchaſus his Book. - It it bedaid his DofEtrin mer with no contra- 
diction, . Paſchaſus himfels will te]l you'that ſome blamed him for attributing 
more to the word of .Chriſt rhan the truth it ſelt has.promiſed us; and 'tis 
hereon he diſputegagainſthis Adverfaries. Should aman deny that the rwo 
DoCtrins, that of Paſchaſus, and thar of. his Adverſaries were both taughr 
in the 'xoth. Century, he will (Ithink) be convinced of the contrary by the 


proofs I have given ; and in etfoct there's no great likelihood that the Do» . 
rin of John Scot, and Bertram , who.wrote by the command of King | 


Charles the Bald of France, and that of Raban, three perſons of great note 
in the Church, ſhould be thus extin&t in fo ſhort a time, without any Coun- 
cils condemning it, wkhout the Courr of Romes concerning her felt with it, 
without the interpoſition of temporal Princes, and that there ſhould , Hay, 
remain' no trace of it in the roth. Century.” He thar ſhall chink it ſtrange 
thar the people of the roth. Century have taken for the Faith of the.Church 
that which was in effect an innovation ; need only call ro mind the-1gno- 
rancc wherein the people lived ;: for whenia man. does nor know- what the 
Church believes, *cis-no hard matter for him to be deceived , and to: take 
that which ſhe does nor believe for whar ſhe does. That man that queſtt- 
ons this ignorance need only for his convittion to read the proots I haye ge 
ven of it. Should any man alledg ir ta be ſtrange ſuch men+as an Arch- 
'Bilkop.of Canterbury andan Abbot of Clugny ſhould be deceived, 'tis eafice 
+ AAaaaz to 


ſons tothe underſtanding of this Myſtery , which ſuppoſes that before 


% . 


The Poſſwility of the Change of Belief Book VI. 


to ſhew the weakneſs of this objeftion by th' example of ſeyeral that are 
men of better parts than thoſe now in queſtion, who now take for the Do- 
rin of the Church what is not ſo. The Diſciples of Paſchaſus found in his 
Book ſuch ſpecious Arguments as deceiy'd 'em, and 'tis a thing ordinary 
cnough to be ſurprized by falſe colours. Should it. be ſaid to be impoſſible 
but chat the Diſciples of Paſchaſus (knowing Bertram's Dottrin was taught 
in ſeveral places) have openly condemned it and diſputed againſt thoſe thar 
held it. Firſt, I anſwer, I do not know whether we may abſolutely fay 
there was no diſpute about it, for there may be diſputes and we not know 
of 'em ; but ſuppoſing there were not? Ianſwer, thar ſeeing tis no Miracle 
thatdiſpuration ſhould ceaſe ſomerimes in an enlightned Age, amongſt lear- 
ned and zealous men, without any Converſions on cither fide , *tis much 
leſs one in a dark and troubleſom.Age wherein perſons thought of nothin 
leſs than diſputing. The Diſciples of Paſchaſ#s thought they were oblig'd 
to be contented in recommending the reading of Paſchaſus his Book to all 
rſons ; and in confirming their Opinion by Miracles. If it be likewiſe 
aid that thoſe that followed the inof Bertram opght tqdiſpute againſt 
thoſe that follow'd that of Paſchaſus, .I muſt ſay ſo too, but that men do not 
do always what they are obliged r6 do, becauſe they have nor always that 
zeal, knowledg, or induſtry which they ought ro have. How ſhould they 
diſpute one againſt another, who let for the moſt part their Flocks without 
Paſture, without InſtruCtion, without Preaching. Howſoever , this is as [ 
faid a thing certain, that there were perſons in this Century , who held the 
Dodtrin of Paſchaſus, and others that of Bertram. Whether they diſpu- 
ted or no, it concerns me not to know ; 'tis ſufficient for me that this Ape 
held both theſe Dodtrins, which I think cannot be denied. When two op- 
poſite Doftrins are taught, and both as the true Faith of the Church in an 
Age of Ignorance, to ſpeak after the manner of men, and according to the 
terms of our Diſpute, 'tis equally impoſſible eicher of them ſhould ger the 
upper hand; becauſe ghey want that underſtanding which is requiſite to 
tomake aright judgment: and moreover, it the one be aſſerted by perſons 
of Authority and great Reputation, itis almoſt impoſſible-bur this will carry 
itaway from the other. Whence it follows the progreſs of rhe Real Pre. 
ſence in the xoth. Century has been not only poſſible , but eafte, and cven 
unavoidable. To which, it we add another matter of fa& , which is that 
wedo not find there were Difputes in this Century on thjs ſubject ; whence 
we will conclude that theſe progreſſes we ſpeak of have been made in'an 
inſenſible manner, art leaſt in our reſpe&, which is to ſay, that if-rhere were 
any noiſe or conteſts, the knowledg of 'em never came to us, which ſuffices 
to decide the queſtion between us two. 


AND this is what Thad to ſay touching the ſtate of the 1oth. Century 
in reſpect of T' ation and the Real Preſence. I rake no notice of 
thoſe violent 1ons which Mr. Arnaud agus our Morals , un- 
der pretence we do not reckon Piety to conſiſt tm ed Penances, and out- 
ward Morrifications, which for. the moſt part have more ſhew than ſub- 
ſtance. We praiſe and recommend as carneſtly as we can the praftice of 
Faſting, bur believe it: better to abſtain from Vice than Mears ; the uſe of 
which God has given us with ſobcicty. Webelicye every man ought to be 
content with the condition wherein God has placed him, to make good uſe 
of his Eſtate, and endure Poverty without envy , murmurings, and repi- 
nings ; tolive holily in Czlibacy, and chaſtly in Marriage 3 to ny our 
ſelves juſtly ro our Inferiors, and obedicatly co Superiors. But we do _-_ 
approve 
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approve of mens withdrawing themſelves out of that rank and order where- 
in providence has placed them, nor making of particular rules, and bind- 
ing men to th' obſervance of 'em by Vows, nor that the Rich ſhould ranſom 
their ſins by great offerings to Eccleſiaſtical perſons who have no need of 
'<©, gor of Voluntary Poverty , much leſs that men ſhould imaginro fatif- 
fie the Almighty tor their ſins, and meritany thing of him by theſe kind of 
obſervances, *Tis not from Seneca we have learn'd this Divinity, but S. 
Paul. This great Doctor would not have us to be concerned for theſe 
chings, which he calls Commandments and Dottrins of men , which ſays he, 
have ſome appearance of wiſdom in a voluntary devotion and humility of ſpirit, 
and in that they ſpare not in any kind the fleſh, Let Mr. Arnaud extol as 
much as he pleaſes the glory of the roth. Century by-theſe morrifications, 
he ſhall never perſuade reaſonable people that an age whetein appears on one 
hand an almoſt: univerſal ignorance of all that is good, a prodigious negle& 
of the myſteries of Religion, an almoſt univerfal corruption of manners, a 
ſtrange kind of Devotion to all manner of Vices , a deplorable relaxation 
of Eccleſiaſtical Diſcipline ; and on the other ſeveral Monaſteries founded; 
and outward auſterity praftis'd, that this conld be an Age of Benediftion 
and Grace, © 


MOREOVER, what we haveſaid of Edgar King of England, Dun - 


ſtan Archbiſhop of Canterbury, and the quarrel of the Eccleſiaſticks in Eng- 
land, has been grounded on good Teſtimonies. Wi/iam of Malmsbury te 

us Edgar was reproached for diſhonoring the firſt years of his Reign with 
Cruelrics, and ſtrange Pollutions, one. of which was that being enamored 
with the Wife of Erelwold his Favorite , he got him out one day into the 
Forreſt to Hunt, and there cauſed him to be cruelly murder'd. Another of 
his wickedneſſes was the forcibly carrying away a Maid that he loved, who 
to avoid his purſuits had caſt her ſelf into a Monaſtery , and taken therein 
the Vail. Another rime falling in loye with a Dukes Daughter, and ha- 
'ving given orders to have her __ to him, the Mother who would not 
ts A her Daughter ſhould be diſhonored, fubſtitured one of her Maids 
in her place, who was alſo very fair ; which Ezgar underſtanding , he was 
thereat fo enraged that he changed their rank and qualicy, and made this 
Servant Miſtril over her own Miſtriſs. Hea while after eſpouſed E/fride, 
the Widow of his Favorite, whom he had caufed to be flain. : 


I T is ſaid that Dunſtan Excommunicated him , becauſe he had violated 
the reſpe&t due to a Monaſtery, and drew out thence a Woman who'wore 


the Habir of a Religious, alrho ſhe was none, and abuſed her. 77's certain, guillitt. Main. 
fays he, that Wulfritte (for this was the Maids name) was not a Nun but @ #8 3c 8. 


Laick, who fearing the Kig, had taken the Vail , which the King ſnatching 
from her abuſed her. At which Dunſtan being offended in that he dared to 
luſt after a perſon that had only the Umbra of Religion, made uſe of his Pon- 
tifical power againſt him. Now as we muſt judg of rhe zeal of Dunſtan from 
the Hiſtorians own words; ſo we cannot bur ſay there was a great deal, of 
bypocrifie in this ation; for is it notan horrible hypocriſie to have leſs re. 
ard to the Sacrament of Baptiſm , an Ordinance inſtitured by God him. 
hirhſelf, than to this humaninſtirution. William of Malmsbury _ 
Dunftan diſplaying all his Pontificial Power to revenge the outrage offer'd ts 
the ſhadow of Religion, 7nde offenſum, ſays he, beatum Danſtanum quod il- 
lam concupiſſet que vel umbratice ſan{timonialis fuiſſet » vigerem pontificalem 
in cum egiſſe, of the Conſecration of Baptiſm , or the enormiry of the adti- 
| | on 


a 


188 The Toſibiliyof the Change of Belief Boox VI. 


on heſays never a word. Let not Mr. Arnaud take it ill thatI.call this h y- 
pocriſie. . He ſays my cenſure 1s-unjuſt, becauſe this Maid was Baptiz, 
and ſo Edgar had:violated in her the character and the conſecration of By. 
ptilmas well as in the otherg, - But what ſignifies this remark? This Maid 
was Baptiz'd without doubt; and for that reafon we eſteem ir ill thag1Dun- 
ſtan grounded his ſeverity, -and his Epiſcopal fury on a bare ſhadow of Re- 
ligion withoutany notice of: her Baptiſm. 


AS. to the quatrel of the Eccleſiaſticks and Monks in England , Thaye 
ſaid. nothing but what is grounded on. the teſtimony of Polydor Virgil, ag 
appears. by what I related in my Anſwer to the Perpetutty. «The Hiitorian 

Polydor. Virg. Jay's it upon the inſatiable covetouſneſs of the Monks, neither does he excuſe 
Hiſt. Arg 1,6. the Prieſts from the ſame charge; and as to the image of the Crucifix thar 
ſpake, he ſays exprefly there were ſeveral people of good report that believed 
'tias rather an Oracle of Phazbus, than an Oracle of God ; which is to [a ty, that, 
this woice was uttered xct by the will of God, but by the fraud of men. Whar 
I allo faid. rhat their diſputations/ were not concerning the Goſpel, that they 
wereall agreed to let that reſt without underſtanding it , without preach- 
_ and without reading it is grounded on rhe teſtimony of Elfric. Arch. 
biſhopof Canterbury, who lived at the ſame time , for he was Primate of 
England in the year 989, a year aiter the death of Danſtan, according to 
Elfric Ser, a4 The report of , Matthew of Weſtminſter. In theſe days, ſays Elfric, the Prieſts 
Sactrd. Miſſ. and Biſhops are become ſo careleſs and idle, who ought to be the Pillars of the 
1 COR Church, tbat they regard not the holy Scriptures , nor inſtrut* Diſciples that 
may become their Succeſſors : as we find ſeveral Holy men did who left behind 
'em ſeveral good Diſciples. Their minds are more taken up with worldly Ho- 
nors, Concupiſence and Covetouſneſs than the Laicks : and what a ſad exam- 
ple do they give their Flecks, not daring to ſpeak of Juſtice, becauſe they nei- 


ther love it, nor obſerve it. 


CHAP. VIL 


Mr. Arnaud's Obje&ions againſt what he terms Machins of Forgetful- 
neſs, Examin'd. ' . The Examples of the inſenſible Changes alledg'd 
in anſwer to the Perpetuity, Defended. | 


ch. 1, with Greeks or Egyptians we ſhould not perhaps take it ill for them t0 

ask us how this change was wrought ; but we cannot bear without ſome kind 
of regret and vexation theſe ſame T ranſubſtantiators , this very party that 
made the change, who have uſed a thouſand tricks inſenſibly ro effett it , that \ 
have made uſe of Fraud and Violence, to hinder its being wrought with noiſe, 
that have taken infinite care to deprive poſterity of the knowledg of the man- 
ner how 'twas done, to come now to us and demand how this could be. ; 


Anſwer to the SATD in my Anſwer to the Perpetuity, That if we had this Diſpute 
ſecond Trear. I 1 


Eook 9. ch. ez; WHERE UP ON Mr. Arnaud tells us firſt, That we have effett to 
page5:3 do with not only Fgyptians and Greeks , but likewiſe Moſcovites, Ethiopians, 
Neſtorians, Jacobites,” Arthenians and Indians; that all theſe people make the 


ſame 


ch, III 
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fame queſtions as the Author of the Perpetuity , and require the ſame ſatiſ- 
faction. But that Mr. Claude cannot anſwer 'em , ſeeing they had no Paſcha- 
fus, nor d = nor Monks , nor Councils, nor Croiſads's , nor Inquifitors to 
work this Ejtabl1ſt ment. Tn the ſecond place he ſays that I am unjuſt in ac- page 55 4. 
cuſing the Catholicks of this Age for making the change in queſtion , and em- 
ploying Croiſads's and Inquiſitors againſt us. That theſe are not the ſame per- 
ſons. that were in the 1oth.Century, and that as to his part he has made uſe 


neither of Cheats nor Artifices to hinder this change's being made wirh noiſe. 


THE firſt of theſe Anſwers is alrcady reffred. Wehave nothing to do 
either with Grecks, or Egyptians, Moſcovires, Erhiopians, Neſtorians, Jaco- 
bites, Armenians, nor Indiansin the aftair of Tranfubſtantiation, Mr. Ar- 
naud puts queſtions to us about them withour their conſent or order. The 
Doctrin of Trantubſtanciation has been a long rime inſinuaring of it ſelf 
amor.2{t 'cm, which when ctftected we ſhall have the Emiſlarics and Scholars 
of the Seminaries to be Witneſſes of th' Innovation, 


THE ſecond Anſwer is frivolous. We ncither accuſe Mr. Arnaud nor 
his Friends perſonally tor having done any thing ro deprive us of che know- 
ledg ot rhe manner in which the change hapned : wharfocver they have 
thereunto contribuged conſiſts only in the falſe Citations, and Sophiſms iu 
their Books, but of theſe we will not here complain. We only complain 
here of their drawing advantage trom the ill means that have been utcd by 
other perſons on their ſide, whoſe Succeſlors and Detenders they are , tode- 
prive Poſtcriry of the knowledy of th Innovation in queſtion, and I believe 
there's a great dcal of Juſtice in this complaint. A Council has cauſed 
Fohn Scot's Book to be burn'd, rhere arc none to þe had of 'em at this day. 
We have loſt the Writings of Zeribald Biſhop of Auxerre, the Letter of 
Raban to Fgilon, Eriger's Book againſt Paſchaſus, Berenger's Works, their 
Books who wrote in his favour im the 11th. Century. We know no more 
of this long Hiſtory than what we can gather here and there in ſuſpetted 
Aurhors Adverſaries to Berexgarius and. his Doctrin. Morcover there have 
been given the publick under the name of the Fathers falſe and ſuppoſed 
Books : their rcal Works have beenalter'd, and falſe pieces inferred in them 
to-make the world believe there were no Innovations in their Doctrin.. I ſay 4*\ver 
nothing bur whar may be caſily juſtified, and which { have already clearly **** 
proved cliewhere. It I complain of Mr. Arza«d's injuſtice who makes ad- 
vantage of theſe frauds put upon us, and which he knows to be ſuch, in 
like manner as what the Emiſſaries have done in the Eaſt, whence he would 
make us believe they of thoſe parrs have ever held Tranſubſtantiation and 
the Real Preſence. This is I think a complaint for which no rational perſon 
will cqadcmr me. 


I- likewiſe propoſed ſome examplcs of inſenfible changes which have hap- 

ned in the Latin Church , whence I concluded 'rwas not impQ@Qlible one 
ſhould have hapned by the introduction of cheDoctrins of Trantubſtancia- 

tion and the Real Preſence. Mr. Arnayd ro cxtricate himſelf out; of the 
perplexity which thele'examples cauſed him, has deviſed ſome diſtinCtions, 

ſome of 'cm imaginary, and others unneceſſary, by means whereof he has 
pretended to invalidate. the change in queſtion ,, and they are rheſe. dilte- 

rences which we muſt now examine, | 
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IT cannot be denied bur that the cuſtom of communicating of both 
kinds, thatof giving the Communion.to little Children , and that of Faſt- 
ing till the Evening , and fome orhers have been chang'd in the Latin 
Church. - Mr. Arnaud docs not gain-fay it, but tells-us theſe cuſtoms are 
ſtill uſed in the Eaſtern Churches, ſo that the change has nor becn yniver. 
ſal, whercas if that of the eſtabliſhmenc of Tranſubſtantiation were true, 
we muſt ſuppoſe it hapned at the ſame time throughout all the world , aid all 
Chriſtian Churches. This is his firſt difference which he amplifies and cx- 
aggerates after his manner. Bur the anſwer is nor difficult, ro wit, thar 
there isnor any Tranſubſtantiation or Real Preſence, ſuch as the Roman 
Church holds in the Eaſtern Churches, or it there be , 'ris brought in by 
the Emiſſarics and Scholars of the Romiſh Seminaries : belides char a chanve 
is not ever the lefsinſenſible in reſpett af thole that have admitted it , for 
its being leſs univerſal. 


T HE ſecond difference is, that in rhe greateſt part of th' expreſſions 
which I propoſe the point concerns ſome eſtablith'd cuſtom , whereas here 
the queſtion is touching a new Doctrin univerſally eſtabliſh'd, which is, ſays 
he, extremely different , a general inconveniency may univerſally aboliſh a 
ru/tom ; but when the queſtion is touching the remedying of an abuſe every man 
follows his particular judgment in the choice of remedies. And this eſpecially 
fſhews us th' impoſſibility of the change in the ſubjett of the Euchariſt. For thi 
muſt be ſaid to be an univerſal eſtabliſhinent of an extraordinary Dottrin which 
cannot ſub/iſt with the infinite djv*rſity of judgments, reſpefts and inclinations 
which happen in ſo many different Churches, which being divided in ſuch 
ſmall matters, cannot be expefted to unite in a Doftrin ſo offenſrue that 'tis 
ſtrange it has ue any followers, neither could it, had it not been authoriz'd 
by an univerſal conſent. 


I confeſs there's a preat deal of difference betwixt an ancient cuſtom 
thar is aboliſh'd, and a new Do&trin that is cſtabliſh'd. Bur this difference 
does Mr. Arnaud more hurt than good. For ignorant people arc more car- 
neſt to conſerve their cuſtoms which they know, than they arc to reje&t a 
DoCtrin which they know but OY; and concerning whoſe novelty 
they canner judg. When an ancient publick and perperual cuſtom is abo- 
liſh'd, th' innovation is more manifeſt than when a new Do&trin is intro- 
duc'd, for the novelty of it is conceal'd, 'tis offer'd as being the ancient 
Faith; and they thart offer it pervert for this effe&t ſome ordinary cxprefli- 
ons, turning 'em into another ſenſe. Cuſtoms are of themſelves popular, 
and when they are changed, peopleare apt to imagin their Religion is about 
being taken away from'em: bur as to Doctrinals , the people are wont to 
ſuffer thoſe that have preateſt authority in the Church to preach what 
they pleaſe, and obediently receive it without any examination. As to the 
reſt, *ris{rtain there has hapned ſomething .n reference to the Euchariſt, 
which is like what Mr. Arnaxd obſerves, that when we leave an ancient cu- 
ſtomevery man takes a different courſe, and follows his own particwar 
judgment. - For the Latins and Greeks in departing from the plain and ge- 
rGine explication of the Ancients, which was, that the Bread and Wine of 
the Euchariſt are figures and images of the Body and Blodd of Jeſus Chrilt, 
have faln upon differens ſentiments, the Greeks having taken the party of 
the union. of the Bread with the Divinity, and augmentation ot the Body 


of Jclus Chriſt, and the Latins that of Tranſubſtantiation. But we muſt 
| : not 
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not pals over in filcnce what Mr, Arnaud confeſſes, that the Dodtrin of the 
Latinsis fo offenſive thar 'tis ſtrange it has found any followers, had it nor 
been authoriſed by an univerſal conſent. This acknowledgment muſt ar 
leaſt ſhew the world how imporrant it is to prevent being abuſed by this 
preteaded univerſal conſent, and engaging in a ſentiment which morcover is 
ſo offenſive, Burt as the diſcuſſion of this queſtion touching the univerſal 
conſent has no proportion with the capacity of moſt people, this very thing 
ſhould ſhew, that to ground ones Faith on a ſolid foundation , wherein 
chere's no deccit to be tcared, the beſt which one can do, is to keep to the 
Word of God. | 


THE third difterence which Mr. Arnaud remarks conſiſts in that the 
changes which I alledg arc changes of Practice and Diſcipline, whereas thar 
in queſtion is a change of Opinion and DoCttrin, Now, frys he, Diſcipline us 
a thing of it ſelf liable to change, and the benefit of it depends on circumſtan- 
ces which are mutable; but Diftrins are immutable in their own nature : that 
which is true at one time being ſo always, Every body knows that Diſciplin 
may be alter'd, and every one knows that Doftrins cannot change, $0, adds. he, 
to introduce a new Diſcipline, 'tis not neceſſary to deceive the world, nor ſhew 
tis ancient, but to introduce a new Doftrin the novelty muſt of neceſſity de dif 
guiſed, which is oftentimes impoſſible, Ia fine, the belief of a Dottrin neceſ- 
farily imports the ccudemnation of the contrary opinion, whereas one may em- 
brace a Diſcipline different from another, yet without condemning that which 
one leaves. 


THERE arc ſeveral things to be ſaid to this diſcourſe. For firſt, Ir is 
not true that all the points ot Practice and Diſcipline arc mutable. The 
practices which our Saviour Chriſt himſelt has inſtitured in his Church 
with an expreſs command of obſerving 'em are perpetual, immutable, and 
neccilary, atlcaſt as to neceſlity of precept, and ſuch is the Communion of 
both kinds. Secondly, There are tew perſons amongſt the people rhat are 
prepolleſied wirh this opinion that the points of praftice and Diſcipline may 
be changed, the greateſt part go not 1o far as rhis diſtin&tion of points of 
Practice, and Doctrins- The aboliſhment of a pra&tice rather appears to 
them a change of Religion than an abolition or introduction of a Doctrin, 
becauſe of two parts whereot a Religion confiſts, to wit, the DoEtrins, and 
Practices, theſe laſt arc moſt popular. Thirdly, There are practices which 
are ſo ſirictly joyn'd with DoCtrins, and are in ſucha manner the dependan- 
ces and conlequences of 'em , that 'ris impoſlible to change them , with- 
out alſo changing the DoCtrins, and conſequently without condemning 
all contrary DoCtrins, Such is the practice ot communicating under both 
kinds; for it was anciently grounded on this belict, that Chriſt's command 
belongs as well to Miniſters as the People; as appears by Paſchaſus his 
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own reſlimony, Drink ye all of it, ſays he, to wit, as well the Miniſters as other 14. ae Corp. &> 


Believers : and this was joyn'd with the condemnation of the contrary pra- Sexe. Domur. 


«1 . . . I$. & £.19, 
Qtiſe. It is mot well done, ſays the ſame Paſchaſus, to Communicate of the G,13 ated Gre. 


Fleſh without the Blood : This Myſtery, ſays Pope Gelaftus, cannot be droided Canon. conpe- 


without committing a great Sacrilege. It is a mere abuſing the world, ſays gr ot 


Mr. Arnaud, to pretend to eſtabliſh an univerſal Dodtrin which is recetved in cp. 10. p. 525, 


the whole Church on a ſingle paſſage of a Popes Writings, recited by Gratien, 
and to oppoſe this ſingle paſſage againſt the conſtant prattice of all the Churches 
in the world, who have given the Communion to the faithful under one ſpecies 
in ſundry, occaſions. But of whom would _ 75a have us to learn bzr- 
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ter the belief of the Church inthe time of Ge/afius, than of Gelafius him- 
felf, who was at the head of the Church of Rowe , who calls her ſelf the 
faithful depoſitory of Tradition? Is Mr. Arnaud fo ſcandaliz'd at the Pro- 
ducing of a Teſtimony of a Pope ? Ut is Gratien, ſays he, that relates it. Is 
it the leſs authenrick tor that? Gratien did not invent it to ſerve us, we did 
not inſpire him with it ; and the CorreCtors of Gratiex have not fo much ag 
doubted of it, 7his paſſage, adds he, may receive ſeveral rational explicati. 
ens. ITknow he endeavours to elude every thing by explications , but we 
ſhould know whether theſe explications be juſt : Mr. Arnaud ſhould pro- 
poſe 'em, and then we might examin 'em. This conſtant pratice of all the 
Churches that have given the Communion to the taichtul under one kind in 
ſeveral occaſions is likewiſe a thing that ought to be proved, Mr. Arxaud 
knows he necd not long tay tor an anſwer, to what's alledg'd touching 
that ſubject. 


THE Communion of little Children is likewiſe another praCtice appen- 
dant to a Dottrin, for the ancient Church had this cuſtom, becaulc ſhe be- 
liev'd this Communion abſolutely neceſſary for the ſalvation of Infants, 
S. Auſtin ſays ſo in expreſs terms. Eccleſiz Chriſti tenent prater baptiſmum 
& participationem Dominice menſe non ſolum non ad regnum Dei, ſed nec ad 
Jalutem & wvitam &ternam poſſe quemqguam hominum pervenire, Mr. Arnaud 
is angry with me for making this belicf an univerial Doctrin of the Church, 
To the end, lays he, irs authority may be (with plauſible pretences) trampled 
wnder foot, and a.Dottrin of Tradition rejetted. But what have I done in 
this matter more than the Jeſuire Maldorat (who was as much a Cartholick 
as Mr. Arnaud) did before me 2 Miſſam facio, ſays he, Auguſtini & Inne- 
centii primi ſententiam 'qhue ſexeentos circiter annos viguit in Eccleſia , Eu- 
chariſtam etiam, infantibus neceſſariam. What have I done more than Binius 
in his Notes on Innecent's Letter to the Fathers of the Council of Mi- 
leve. It appears, lays he, that Innocent's opinion which bas been in vogue for 
fix hundred Years, and which was followed by S, Auſtin was, that the Eucha- 
riſt is neceſſary to little Children. But ſeeing the command to receive the Eu- 
chariſt does not oblige thoſe that cannot receive it , and that we muſt reckon 
them unfit to receive the Euchariſt that cannot receive it aith the reſpett due 
70 it, the Church, inſtrufted by the uſe of ſeveral Ages, and the Decree of the 
Council of Trent has well determin'd, not only that the reception of the Eu- 
chariſt 1 not neceſſary to Children, but that it ought not to be given 'em. 


F know, adds Mr. Arnaud, that there are on this ſubjeft ſome paſſages of 
S. Auſtin and Innocent the Firft, which are difficult. But Mr. Claude knows 
very well that Fulgentius and Bede have explained theſe paſſages. He knows 
alſo that Cardinal Perron and ſeveral other Catholick Authors have ſolved 
them, To the paſſages of S. Auſtin, and Innocent, Mr. Arnaud might add 
others, which will admit of no explication, as thoſe of Ge/aftus the Firlt 
in one of his Epiſtles, of the Author of the Hypognoficks, of Gregory the 
Second, of the ſecond Council of 7oul, and fome others. And as to the 
ſofrning Expoſitions of Fulgentius, they hinder not but that the opinion of 
the ancient Church was incffe& what we now preſented , as alſo the An- 
{wers of Cardinal Perron, which are for the moſt part but mere illuſions. 


W E may reckon amongſt the praftices depending on a DoCtrin that of 
the relative adoration of Images which has inſinuated it ſelf into France, 


and Germany ſince the 8th. and gth. Century. For it is certain that in - 
the 


y - 
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the foregoing Ages and long atter, France and Germany rezeted this Adora- 
tion as unlawtul and contrary to true Piety. Which appears by the Coun- 
cil of Francfort held under Char/emain, and conſiſting of above three hun- 
dred Biſhops, of France, Italy, Germany, and England , wherein the ſecond 
Council of Nice was condemned. This moreover appears by the Book 
of Images of Charlemain, by the Teſtimonies of Agobard Biſhop of Lyons, 
Jonas Biſhop of Orleans, and Walafridus Strabo, by the Cotincil of Pars, 
under Lew:s the Debonnair, and by the Continuer of Climoinus, We find 
likewiſe in Nzcetas Chonjatus that the Germans in the r 2th. Century 'perſi. 


ſted in this opinion. 7 he Germans, ſays he, and the Armenians agree in this, Nicet. Choni. 


that they rejeft the worſhiping of Images. Mr. Arnaud , who cannot deny ſo 
plain a matter of fact, ſays, that the Biſhops.of Francfort admitted the ade- 
ration of the Croſs, which is only an image of the tFue Croſs, that they admit- 
ted likewiſe the hiſtorical uſe of images 3 and that without doing violence to 
nature; the biſtorical aſe of Images cannot be ſeparated from the relaggpe ado- 
rations of the ſame images, But this is an impertinent diſputing againſt the 
Fathers of Francfort, and the Churches that have follow'd them. The que- 
ſtion is not whether they were contrary to themſelves, or whether they did 
violence to nature. Bur whether it be crue that the contrary beliet and 
practice have inſenſibly crepr iato theſe very Churches, without noiſe, . op- 
poſition, and diſputations. Now this is what cannot be denicd. 


IT is not at all ſtrange, ſays Mr. Arnaud, that the particular opinion of 
theſe Biſhops which is contrary to nature, reaſon, and the general conſent of the 
whole Church ſhould be laid aſide, and that the Popes who uſed this condeſcen- 
tion towards *em did not openl oppoſe 'em, but tarried till time wore. out this 
Error, whereby they have had the ſucceſs which they expetted from'ſo chari- 
table a condutt. So far is it from being ſtrange that this ſhould happen , that 
"twould be a greater wonder if this has not hapned. This methinks is a dil: 
poſing too freely of the judgments and conſent of rational people. Ir will 
not then be ſtrange according to Mr. ' Arnazd that rhe. Popes, and all this 
party that were in the opinion and practice of the relative adoration of 
Images ſhould uſe any condeſcention towards thtee hundred Biſhops aſſem- 
bled in Council, the Kingdoin of France; and all Germaxy which wete in a 
contrary Belict and praCkice, that they ſhould be cautious of oppofing them 
in this particular, and patiently expel till crime remedied this miſtake, Bur 
according to the ſame Mr. Arnaud, this will be rhe greateſt of all follies, 
and the higheſt extravaganey imaginable to ſuppoſe that ſome Paſchaſiſts,and 
Bertramiſts, which is to ay, thoſe that believed the Real Preſence, and 
thok. that believed it not in the 10th. Century , did not difpure one againhlt 
another : and altho that moreover they were not in a condition to diſpute, 
and had other things to trouble themſelves abour, other intereſts to mind, 
yet muſt it be a folly to imagin they were of that patient and charicable 
diſpoſition the Popes were T, who referred thefe things to be remedied by 
rime. Mr, Arnaud forbids us to be aftoniſh'd at France and Germanies in- 
ſenſibly changing a Dofrin and aRire; he forbids us to concern our ſelves 
about the queſtions of the birth and progreſs of this change, the ſtapidiry 
of the Biſhops on both ſides; who look'd upon one another as Excommuni- 
cated perſons, yet without daring to ſpeak to one anothet abour it, being 
withheld by a holy condeſcention, and the hope of the good effetts of time, 
and by the maryellous meekneſs of the Laicks, ſome of whom were wor- 
ſhipers of Images and others not, and fome of 'em conſequently Anathema- 
tizd by the Council of Nite, and TT i by thar of "_—_— 
B 2 an 
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and yet lived in peace, withour noiſe, wicthour mutual oppoſitions , with. 
out diſputes. Bur if we will hear him on the other change touching the 
Euchariſt, he commands us not only to be aſtoniſh'd ; but to eſtcem ir 4 
tcarful prodigy that the Doctrin of rhe Real Preſence which ſprang up in 
the gh. Century, wastaught and maintain'd as being the ancient and per- 
petual Do&rin of rhe Fathers , ſhould make :nſenſible progreſſes durin 
che darkneſs of the coth. Century, and that there ſhould have been per. 
ſons in the ſame Church that have believed it, atid others that have not, 
withour falling ton? upon, and oppoſing one another. When the queſtion 
of the adofation of Images was agitared in the Eaſt, it vehemently heated 
- mens minds, ſo that cach party proceeded to Anathema's, Baniſhments, ang 
Blood-ſhed : and inthe Weſt; the contrary party to the Adoration wrote, 
and held Aſſemblies, whereas when the queſtion of the Real Preſence was 
handled , in the gth. Century there were neither Councils called, nor Ana- 
thema's pronounced, nor Baniſhments, nor any extraordinary matter, Yet 
in reſpect of the former, Mr. Arnaud will that by virtue of condeſcention 
and th effe&ts of time, the Party for the Adoration has inſenſibly forrifi'g 
themſelves, and at length got the upper hand ; but as to the other he will 
not grant that the Real Preſence could advance and communicate it ſelf to 
ſeycral perſons, but the whole Univerſe muſt be ſhaken wirtrit. Let the Rea. 
der then Judg of Mr. Arnaud's cquity. 


NOT HING, ſays he, more aſtoniſhing than this univerſal forgetful. 
neſs in the 1 1th. Century, whether there was therein any other Dottrin among ft 
Chriſtians than that of the Real Preſence. But who told him that they of 
the r 1th. Century forgot the conteſt which had been in the gth.” Was not 
John Scot's Book burnt by a Council ? Let him forget it it he will, there 
will redound no advantage to him by it, ſeeing 'ris certain that in the gth. 
Century the Doftrin contrary to the Real Preſence was taught ; I mean, 
that which aſſerts the Euchariſt not to be the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, Chriſt 
born of the Virgin, and that 'cis only the Body of Jeſus Chriſt Sacramen- 
rally and virtually. Moreover, Mr. Arnaud docs not obſerve that this ve- 
ry thing is againſt him z-for it it be true that thoſe of the 11th. Century 
forgot ſuch a matter of faCt as that which is juſtifi'd by the teſtimony of 
Paſchaſus himſelf, this is a ſufficient mark rhat the xoth. Century which 
holds the middle between the gth., and 11th. was ofreſpread with thick 
darkneſs, ſeeing the ideas , and memory of a thing fo conſiderable were 


therein loſt. 


BUT wc muſt examin his fourth FI A fourth circumſtdkce, 
ſays he; which does further ſtrangely diſtinguiſh this pretended change in the 
Dottrin A the Euchariſt, from all theſe other changes, is the wery nature of 
this Dettrin. (He means of the Real Preſence and Tranſubſtantiation.) For 
it is clear, that had it been new it muſt have extraordinarily ſurpriz'd all 
thoſe that never heard: of it , which is to ſay the whole Church. I contels 
chat in effe& the Doctrin of the Converſion of Subſtances in the Eucha- 
riſt has ſomething in ic that is very ſurprizing and more offenſive than what- 
ſoever is done in other changes. But Mr. Arnaud knows, very well that 
this quality of offenſive and ſurprizing in a Doftrin , is not ſtrong 
enough to produce actually of it ſelf an oppoſition or a rejeftion; on the 
contrary, moſt people love in matters of Religion thoſe rhings rhat are ſur- 
prizing and wonderful, of which we ſce examples in moſt Religions. But 


howloever the Teachers of the Real Preſence provided againſt this incon- 
yeniency 
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veniency three ways, the firſt was the making'em a Buckler of the Almigh- 
ty power of God. The iccond, the publiſhing of Miracles which really hap- 
ned abour the Euchariſt, ro wit, viſible apparitions of Fleſh and Blood. And 
the third, the aſſerting 'twas always the Faith and belief of the Church, ac- 
commodating to their fenſc ſome paſſages of the Fathers ill raken and ill 
explained. | 


HITHERTO we have had whatſoever Mr. Arnaud has faid that 
is conſiderable on rhe queſtion of the poſlibiliry or impoſlibiliry of the 
change in his 6th. and 9th. Book. Whatſoever is therein of moment we 
have conſidered and anſwer'd ſolidly and pertinently as Mr. Arnaud him- 
ſelf, I hope, will acknowledg. I ſhould have been very glad if he would 
have told us his opinion on a paſſage, taken out of a Book, called , 7he 
new Herejie publickly maintain'd at Paris in the College of Clermont. The 
Author of this Book therein diſcovers the otder and mcans which he pre- 
trends his adverſaries uſe to introduce Novelties inſenſibly into the Church, 
and he inſtances for this purpoſe the Parable of the Tares that were ſown in 
the night, whilſt men ſlept, which took root, and in time grew up, which 
is very near the manner after which, according to us, the change was 
wrought couching the Euchariſt, This Author has well comprehended it, 
as judging it far from being impoſſible; but Mr. Arad thought mcet to ſay 
nothing ro this paſſage. 


I ſhould likewiſe been very glad ; that having treated as he has done 
with great carneſtneſs of the Do&rin of the Greek and other Eaſtern 
Churches, he had made reflection oh ſeveral Doctrins and Practices which 
ſeparate them trom the Latins, and in which there have hapned of neceſlity, 
either amongſt the one or the others , infenſible changes. For example, 
how came it to paſs the Grecks loſt the belief of Purgatory, ſuppoſing Nas 
were a DoCtrin of the firſt eſtabliſhment of Chriſtian Religion. How came 
they to believe the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father alone, and alſo 
that unleaven'd Bread in the adminiſtration of the Euchariſt is an abomi- 
nation, and likewiſe that the Prieſts may as well as the Biſhops adminiſter 
Confirmation ; and again, that the Church of Rome is nor infallible in mar- 
ters of Faith, and that the Saints enjoy not the bearifical viſion of God rill 
the ReſurreCtion : and in ſhorr , how came they to believe all the reſt of 
thoſe opinions which they hold contrary to thoſe of the Latins > There 
muſt ot neceſſity have been a time wherein the Greeks and Latins were 

reed in all theſe Articles, whether we conceive that then neither of 'em 
held chem, which is to fay, that theſe Articles b&nqt of Apoſtolical Fradi- 
tion, wherher we ſuppoſe they held them in common fince the firſt Preach- 
ing of Chriftianity, which ſuppoſes thar rheſe Opinions were left *em by 
the Apoſtles, or whether we imagin that the Grecks as well as the Latins 
have ever held what they now hold at this day , but that they fupported 
murually one another, which ſuppoſes that both of 'em held theſe Opini- 
ofis as needleſs ones, and regarded the conttary opinions as tolerable ones. 
Now in whatſoever ſort we take it, there have of neceſſity hapned inſenſi- 
blechanges without diſpute, noiſe, and oppoſition , altho there may be the 
fame objections brought againſt 'em , and the ſame queſtions ſtarted which 
the Autlior of the Perpeturty and Mr. Arnaud have urged againſt the change 
in queſtion. 


Should 
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SHOULD we luppoſea time wherein neither the one nor the other 
held cheſe Opinions , how come they in fine to be imbued fo generally with 
'cm, and ſo contradictorily, that a whole Church ſhould hold the contrary 
of what the other believes ? Is there nor in this double change ar leaſt as 
much reaſon ro be aſtoniſh'd and ſurpriz'd, as in that which has hapned ac- 
cording to us, in relpe&t of the Real Preſence ? Have both the Latins and 
Greeks faln afleep without knowing any thing of the fire of Prirgatory, or 
Proceſſion of the Holy Spirit, or qualiry which the Euchariſtical Bread 
ought to be of, of thi adminiſtration of Confirmation, or Beatifical Viſion 
of the Saints, nor th' Infallibility of the Church of Keme; and have they 
all rogetherat the ſame time awaken'd poſleſs'd with contrary opinions on 
each of theſe points? Whence had they their opinions? Did not he who 
firſt taught them 'em advertiſe 'em that he Preached Noveltics to 'em 
which they never heard of 2 If he did tell 'em of this, "tis ſtrange he 
ſhould be tollowed immediately by his whole Church , and that ſuch new 
Doctrins ſhould beſo immediately and zealouſly embraced. It he did not 
rell *em this, 'tis then very ſtrange no body took notice of theſe Innovations, 
that the Biſhops and Pricſts'did not oppoſe 'em, and that of all that innu- 
merable multitude of Religious perſons not one of 'em has exclaimed againſt 
the Innovator. Had the Innovator made uſe of ſome expreſſions of Scri- 
pture and of the Church to conceal the novelty of rhcſe DoCtrins , and to 
make people believe that that was the ancient Faith, How can one conceive 
theſe terrible equivocations , that expreſſions have been taken in one ſenſe 
during a certain time generally by the whole Latin Church, or generally by 
the whole Greek Church, and that immediately in another, they have been 
raken generally by the ſame Churches in another ſenſe ? 


TF we ſuppoſe a time wherein both Greeks and:Latins believed the ſame 
thing in reſpect of theſe points, the, ſame difficulties and the fame queſtions 
return in reſpect of that of the two Churches which has changed. Syppoſe 
tor example that the Greeks and Latins both believed the Church of Kome 
is infallible, that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son, 
that one may uſe indifferently inthe Euchariſt unleavened Bread, and that 
which is leaven'd, and that the Biſhopalone has che right of Confirmation, 
how happens it the Greeks have pals'd into. contrary Opiniens without di- 
viſions amongſt 'em till the Council of Florence 2 Has this hapned all at a 


: ſtroke? Was this done inſenſibly and by ſucceſſion of time ? If this has 


hapned all at once, itmuſt be granted this change is excecding ſtrange, that 
ſo many Biſhops, Prieſts, and Religious ſhould ſo ſuddenly renounce their 
former Opinions,and embrace contrary ones without any Diviſions amongſt 
'em. But 'tis yer ſtrange, they ſhould change 'em wihour perceiving it, 
without'acknowledging they had made great and conſiderable Innovations 
in their Church, and comparing their firſt and- ancient Faith with this new 
one. * For 'tis certain that in reſpeCt of all theſe Articles which are in con: 
reſt, the Greeks poſitively maintain and have eyer maintain'd they have 
not innovated in any.thing. If this change was wrought by ſucceſſion of 
time, let us be ſhew'd the Diſputes and Diviſions they have had among[Þ 
'em ſince on theſe Articles they have ſeparated from the Church of Rome, 
rill the Greek Empire tell intothe hands of the Latins, which is to fay du- 
ring aboye two hundred and fifty years. If it be alledg'd the change Was 
made inſenſibly, we muſt return to the four times of the Author of the Fer- 


petuity, and apply to 'em the ſame difficulties and objeftions he has _ Y 
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I'N fine, it weſuppoſe a time wherein the two Churches held each of 
'em their Opinions, yer mutually bearing with bne another without pro- 
cceding to an expreſs condemnation of the contrary Opinions, beſides thar 
it is difficult to comprehend how the Latins believing the Roman Church 
infallible, and their Sacrifice with unleaven'd Bread good and lawful, could 
ſuffer the Greeks holding on the contrary that the Roman Church may err 
in matters of Faith. Beſides this, I ſay, 'twill be demanded how they could 
change fo ſuddenly their Opinion in reference to the controverred Articles, 
holding 'em before for unneceſſary points , and afterwards fot neceſſary 
ones, reſpecting before the contrary Opinions to theirs as tolerable Errors, 
and afterwards reſpeting *em as abominable and intolerable ones: where- 
upon one may make the fame queſtions, how it could come to pals that 
the whole Greek Church has believ'd at one time that the Euchariſt of the 
Larios with unlcaven'd Bread was nevertheleſs the true Body of Jeſus Chriſt; 
an obycct of ſupreme Adoration , and in another that *twas only a dead 
Azym, a Jewiſh abomination; that ſhe ſhould reſpect ir at one time with 
that Reverence and Devotion due only to the Son of God, and at another 
immediately ſucceeding the firſt , which is to fay from night to morning, 
regard it with horror, waſhing and puritying the' Altars whereon it had 
been celebrated as if they had been polluted. 


WE may apply the fame queſtions and difficulties to the Armenians; 
Jacobites, Coptics, Neſtorians, in reference to ſeveral of their Opinions of 
which Mr. Arnazd cannot ſhew the original, nor tell us after what manner 
they were diſperſed amonglt theſe people, ngr how they have left the con- 
trary opinions which the Church of Rome aA holds as being of Apoſtoli- 
cal Tradition. How has it hapned for inſtance that the Neſtorians have 
left the uſe of Confirmation, and that of Extreme, UnC&tion, thar the Ja- 
cobites have left that of Confeſſion, and the belief of Purgatory , that the 
Coptics have laid aſide the DoCtrin of Purgatory, and ule of Extreme Un- 
Ction, and fo of the reſt. For Mr. Arnaud, I think, would have me ſap- 
poſe, that according to him theſe points haye been heretofore held and pra- 
Ctis'd by all Chriſtians, 


THESE examples do clearly diſcover the yanity of theſe pretended 
moral impoſlibilities which the Author of the Perpetarty , and Mr. Arnand 
have urged with ſuch great exaggeration. For they may be all as ſtrongly 
applied to the changes which have hapned in theſe Eaſtern Churches, and 
yetit mult be granted that theſe changes hapned there. Mr. Arnaud may ar- 

e as long as he pleaſes, ſtart queſtions, and raiſe difficulries, theſe inlenfi- 
ble changes are more than poſlible, for they are come to paſs cither in theſe 
Churches, or in the Latin, which has Opinions, and contrary Cuſtoms, 
which ſhews that theſe Gentlemens whole Philoſophy is but a merc Spe- 
culation, proper only for perſons that abound with leiſure, which does not 
at all agree with the manner after which things are carried on in the world. 


BUT in ſhort the uſe which is made of the Seminaries, and Miſſions, 
and the courſe which the Emiſlaries take in the Eaſt , as we have obſerv'd 
in the ſecond Book, with the projet of 7homas 4 Feſu to make in a ſhorr 
time, all the Greeks; good Roman Catholicks, according as I have related in 
the fourth Book ; all this I fay ſhews clearly that at Rome, and elſewhere 
amongſt the moſt zealous; it is not atall accounted impoſlible to introduce 
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inſenſibly , and withour diſturbance the Do&trins of the Romiſh Church 
amongſt people that have 'em not, and in effect it muſt be granted that 
their preſent labors are not unſucceſsful, and that time will probably finiſh 
the work. 


gf 


GH AP. VI 


That Paſchaſus Ratbert was the firſt that taught the Real Preſence 
and Converſion of Subſtances. , Mr. Axnaud's Objeftions Au- 


ſwered. 
| y y the Hiſtory of the Change, Not but to ſpeak truly this dif. 
| cuſſion appears to me very needleſs, conſidering what we haye 
already done, For it the principal queſtion Which reſpects the novelty of 
Tranſubſtantiation and the Real Preſence be ended, and moreover there re- 
ſults from our Diſpute that the change was poſlible , and that there's no- 
thing more yain than the 'obje&tions which the Author of the Perperuity 
and Mr. Arnaud have made on this ſubject, I ſee not any neceſſity there 1s 
of informing a man's ſelt in what manner this change hapned. What matter 
is it tous who was the firſt Author of this' Innovation, who the promoters 
of it, what facilities or difficulties were met with in the eſtabliſhing of theſe 
Do&trins, whether Paſchaſus carried on his buſineſs with craft, or ſimplicity; 
whether John Scot, Bertram,and Raban wrote againſt him before or after his 
death 2 What ſignifies the knowing of theſe things provided we are certain 
not only that the change in queſtion was poſſible, but actually hapned ? 
And this does now appear fo plainly as will fatisfic _ rational man, 
In examining Mr. Arnaud's 6th. and gth. Book we have made it appear that 
his pretended impoſlibilities are mere chimera's. And as to theaCtual change, 
beſides that we ſhall always have right to take it for granted by our proofs 
of fa&t, which is to ſay by the paſlages of the Fathers , which we have ci- 
red, till Mr. Arnaud and his friends have taken pains to anſwer 'em ſolidly : 
beſides this, I ſay, what I ſhewed concerning the Eaſtern Churches not hold- 
ing the Dottrins in queſtion, neither in rhe x 1th. nor following Centuries, 
and the Greeks and Latins not knowing 'em in the 7th. and 8th. Century, 
is more than ſufficient for the concluding that theſe Doctrins are not of 
the firſt eſtabliſhment of Chriſtian Religion, and conſequently that their 
introduction is an innovation. Yet will I not defiſt from examining the 
points of Hiſtory which reſpe&t this change, becauſe this change is indeed 
the firſt and principal ſubject of the Diſpute between Mr. Arnaud and us. 


E muſt come now to particular matters of fa&t which relate to 


Paſchaſus Ratbert, a Religious of Corbie that lived in the gth. Century 
was (according to us) the firſt who taught the converſion of the ſubſtances 
of the Bread and Wine, and the Real Preſence of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt 
in the Euchariſt. He treats of theſe Points in three different places of his 
works, in his Book of the Body and Blood of our Lord, in his Commenta- 
rics on the 26th. Chapter of S. Matthew, and in his Letter to Frudegard. 


Mr. Arnaud calls our pretenſion on this ſubje&t a new Hypotheſis and a 
pure 
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pure work of fancy. But, adds he, as mens fancies are very different, that 
of other Miniſters who wrote before Aubertin turn'd not on this hinge, as not 
thinking 'twere their intereſt to ſet 'emſelves more againſt Paſchiſus than other 
Authors of that Century. So that this ſame Paſchaſus againſt whom they pro- 
wounce ſuch woes, was at firſt,in another courſe of fancy, one of their beſt friends. 
Henry Boxornius a farious and paſſionate Calviniſt aſſerts , that he perfeftly 
well explain'd the Dottrin of the Euchariſt, and makes him a Calviniſt by the 
common privilege of all the Miniſters, to make Calviniſts of whom they pleaſe. 
: Hoſpinien likewiſe treats him very kindly, and takes him for one of the wit- 
neſſes of the true Dottrin of the Church during the gth. Centaty. Blondel 
Jeems not to have any particular quarrel againſt him, but only charges him for 
followir,y the innovations which he attributes to Anaſtaſius Sinait and. the 
Greeks, which he pretends were embraced by Charlemain, and the Counctl o 
Franctort, but dees not think of making him an Author of any conſiderable 
change in the world. 


I T muſt be acknowledg'd thereis a great deal of rancor and injuſtice in 
this diſcourſe. Firſt , ſeeing Mr. Arnaud himſelt affirms that Paſchaſus 
taught the Real Preſence and Tranſubſtantiation , why does he make it 
criminal in Mr. Aubertin and me to do the fame 2 Does the averſion which 
he has to our perſons tranſport him fo far, that he cannor endure we ſhould 
be agreed with him, no not in one point ? I acknowledg that as oft as Mr. 
Aubertin and I affirm Paſchaſus taught the Real Preſence and Tranfubſtan- 
ciation, we do at the ſame time add that he wasan Innovator, wherein we 
arcat odds with Mr. Arnaud. But why may we not at leaſt agree wich him 
in one Point, it we cannot in more ? Let him oppoſe. us as oft as he will 
touching th' innovation of Paſchaſus, we ſhall nor diſlike it, for he main- 
tains his own ſentiment ; but let him give us leavero tell him that Paſcha- 
Fus alſo taught the Real Preſence and Tranſubſtantiation, ſeeing that herein 
we fay nothing but what he himſelf aſſerts, and all Roman Catholicks with 
hinr. 


SECONDLY, ttisnot generally crue that thoſe who wrote before 
Mr. Aubertin did not acknowledg that the Doctrin of Paſchaſus was the 


Real Preſence and Tranſubftantiation. The Author of the Orthodox Trea- Page 479. 


tiſe touching the Euchariſt, Printed at Lyons in the year 1595. expreſly 
mentions that Paſchaſus laid the foundations of Tranſubſtantiation, and 


Conſubſtantiation., Mr. Le Faucheur ſays he taught that the Euchariſt 2. g. ch, 6. 


was the proper Body and the proper Blood of Jeſus Chriſt reſiding ſubſtan- 


tially in the Bread and Wine. Du Pl:fis ranks him amongſt thofe that Book 4. of the 


have propoſed a contrary Dottrin to that of the Fathers and the Church, 
And long before them Berenger himlelt attributed ro Paſchaſus the DoQtrin 


of the converſion of the ſubſtances as well as we. Sententia, aid he,accord- ,.,c,.. ,, 
ing to Lanfranc, imo vecordia vulgi, Paſchaſ, atque Lanfranciminime ſuper- Cory. & Sang. 
Dom, 


efe in altari poſt conſecrationem ſubſtantiam panis & vin. 


BUT 'tis needleſs tocite Authorities, when the point concerns a matter 
which may be clear'd by reading Paſchaſus himſelf. He that takes pains to 
read exactly his Book De Corpore & ſanguine Domini, his Commentaries on 
the 26. of S. Matthew, and his Letter ro Frudegard, will find, Firſt, That 
he held and taught the ſubſtance of rhe Bread and Wine was changed abſo- 
lutely into theſame Fleſh which is born of the Virgin , which died, and roſe 
again, alrho the colcur, and ſayor of Bread and Wwe ſtill remains. Secondly, 
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Thar he held and taught that the Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt-enters into-our 
fleſh, and that as he has joyn'd our ſubſtance to his Divinity , lo he will 
have +:s ſub/tance to be inour fleſh. Thirdly, That he held and taught, thur 
the words of Jeſus Chriſt, This 15 my Body , muſt be underſtood neither of 


the figure of his Body, nor his Body in the Sacrament, nor of- his Body in 


virtue, butof his'Body born of the Virging Crucified and Rilen, propriety 
of nattre. Fourthly, Thar he diſputed as ſtrongly as he cou'd againſt thotc 
thar held the contrary. Fitthly, Thar there were made againſt his Dottrin 
ſach vbjeCtions as naturally arile from the Real Preſence, ſuclias the Ronian 
Church does at this day believe it to be. Sixthly, That he endeayouredty 
anſwer theſe objections on the Hypotheſis of the Roman Church. 


IT hence, methinks very clearly refults that Paſchajus held and taughr 
the ſame Real Preſence, and rhe fame ſubſtantial convertion, as Gregory VII. 
and 7rnvcent TIL eftablith'd ſince in the Latin Church, and that this truth can- 
not be call'd in queſtion. Yet muſt whar I obſerved in my antwer to the 
Perpetuity be remembred , that the Book De Corpore © Sangaine Domini 
does not cvery where contain the Doctrin of the converſion of ſubſtances 
in a manner ſo expreſs, or uniform, but thar there are here and chere ſeye- 
ral paſſages which ſcem ar firſt ro favour the ſubſiſtence of the Bread , and 
ſeveral others thar are capable of -a Sacramental ſence, or may be turn'd ro 
che union of the Bread with the Divinity, acording to Damaſcen's Dottrin. 
Mr. Arnaud muſt grant me this, ſeeing he ſometimes alledges Paſchaſus his 
expreſſions, t'clude ſuch kind of ones which are to be met with in the- Fa- 
thers, Now hence it has hapned that ſeveral Proteſtants having been de- 
cciy'd by theſe paſſages, have reckon'd this Author amongſt the numberof 
thoſe chat held not'Tranſubſtantiation. Bur their error having'ſprang from 
the want of attentive examining the depths of his Doctrin , Mr. Arnaud 
docs not do right in drawing hence adyantage againſt rhofe that have en- 


. tred intoa more exact ſcrutiny of him, eſpecially contidering that this opi- 


Book @, ch. 8, 
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nion juſtifies it ſelt by the bare reading ot Paſchaſus his Writings , and that 
this is moreover Mr. Arnaud's own ſentiment, and that atto of his whole 
Church. f BY (.* 


W E nced only now fee whether Paſchaſus.in teaching the Real Preſence 
and Tranſubſtanciation has been an Innovator, ,thaz is to ſay , whether he 
firſt raught a DoCtrin which no body eyer beforc him did reach. Mr. Arnaud 
affirms ,--that according to my proper Principles this would be. impoſhibly 
human. His reaſon is that I faid in ſome places of my anſwer, 7yat the 
expreſſions of the Fathers were not of themſelves capable te give riſe to this 
opinion, and therefore the idea of it muſt come from elſewhere. That ſuppo- 
feng theſe expreſſjons and a thouſand ſuch like were every day uttered by the 
Fathers, they could never form in the peoples minds the idea of a Tranſutjtan- 
tiation, or a Real Preſence, ſuch as the Roman Church teaches , unleſs they 
were prepoſſeſſed with it by ſome other means. T hat there's no likelihood that 
before Paſchaſus made this firſt explication, men abandon:d their ſenſes and 
reaſon to conceive the Real Preſence, and that certainly no place but the ſoli- 
tary and idle Convent of Corbie could bring forth ſuch an extravagant fan- 
cy. Let a man upon this judg, ſays Mr. Arnaud , - what kind of blade this 
Paſchaſus muſt be according to Mr. Claude, ſeeing that on one hand he was 
able to invent an opinion which could never come into any bodies head but bis 
own; and further had the power and good luck to perſuade the whole world in- 
to the belief of it with circumſtances which are yet more admirable. Certarnly 
this is beyond the reach of man, I an- 
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I ANSWER, that Mr. Arnaud draws his conſequences alwaysill We 
ſaid that the people who utually tollow the lights of nature and common 
ſenſe, and whoſe medirarions are nor ſtrong enough of 'emſelves ro invenr 
rhis pretended manner of making the Body of Jefus Chriſt to. exiſt in 
Heaven and on Earth both art a time, could nor raiſe the idea of this from 
the expretlions of the Fathers, and Mr. Armand hence concludes 'ris impol- 
ſible that Pa/chaſs has invented this opinion, or been able to perſuade others 
to embrace it. This conſequence is abſurd, for we have examples of ſuch 
kind of pcrſons as Paſchaſus who have wandred fromthe true lights of na- 
ture, and faln into remore imaginations, which no body eyer bad betore 
'*m, and which the people were (certainly) never capable of. 1 confeſs 
thar in ſome reſpeCt one may marvel at thete figuaries of human invention, 
becauſe they are irrcgularities , it being likewite aſtoniſhing to ſee men ca« 
pable of ſo many diforders ; but ir mutt nor be hence concluded that theſe 
diſorders are more than human, or that 'tis impoſlible for a people who did 
did not invent an opinion themſelves, to toilow it when 'tis well contrived 
and coloured. We fee this happens every day , and Mr. 4rnaud ſhould 
propoſe ſomething more 1olid. 


T HE true way to know whether Paſchaſus was an Innovator or nor, is 
ro enquire wherher rhoſe that went before him taught the ſame Dottrin, 
tor it they did, we are to blame in charging him with an innovarion ; but if 
on the contrary we find their DoCtrin difterent from his , we cannor doubr 
but he innovared. And this is the courſe Mr. Aubertin has taken; for he 
offers nor the hiſtory of the change, of which he makes Paſchaſus rhe firſt 
Author, till he ſhew'd by an exaCt diſcuſſion of cach particular Century,that 
till Paſchaſus his time no body ever ſpake like him ; whence it follows of 
neceſlity , that he was an Innovator. Ir belong'd-therefore to Mr. Arnaud 
and the Author of the Perpetuity (had they defign'd to deal ſincerely) to 
take this courſe, and ſhew that Paſchaſus ſaid nothing but what others ſaid 
before him. This would have been an eaſie and direct method , ſuppoſing 


Paſchaſus had not been an Innovator, but Mr. Arnaud does not like rhe 
engaving in theſe kind of diſcuſſions. 


H E thought it more tor his purpoſe to fall upon a fruitleſs criticiſm by | 
which he pretends to conclude, 7hat no body publickly declared himſelf Book 8. ch. 8. 
againſt Patchaius his Book all the time he lived, That no body wrote againſt 9:*4" 
him, That no Biſhop , #o Abbot of his Order reproached him with it , That 
there were ouly ſome perſons who ſhew'd in ſecret they were frighted at theſe 
truths, and ſaid not inwriting, but in particular diſcourſes; that he had gone 
too far, and yet this was not till three years after he had publiſh'd his Book 

SUPPOSING this remark to bs as certain, as Mr. Arnaud has made ir, 
what advantage will he pretend hence ? Will Paſchaſus be ever the leſs an 
Innovator for his not finding any thing publiſh'd againſt him during his life 2 
All thar can be concluded hence is, that his Book was bur little known art 
firſt, and afterwards but of ſmall eſtecm with great men ; and that if they 
believed rhemſelyes oblig'd at length to write againſt his Doftrin, 'twas on- 
ly becauſe they faw ſeveral follow'd it, whom 'twas neceſſary to-undeceive. 
For tro imagin that Fohn Scot, Bertram, and Raban {hunn'd the oppoſing him 

 duting his life that they might nor bring upon 'em fo terrible an Adverfary, 
mult proceed trom th' ignorance of what theſe three greatmen were, who 
Cccc 2 had 


Wo IIS” © Be 


"— Defence of the Points of Hiſtory Book VI. 


—c — —_— 


— — 


had another kind of eſteem amongſt the learned chan Paſchaſus, *Tis al. 
ſo a ridiculous conjetture to imagin they lay quict during his lite, becauſe 
his Do&trin was then the common Doctrin of the Church - Which they da- 
red not oppoſe. For if this reaſon hindred 'em from writing againſt Paf: 
chaſus during his life, why did it not do the ſame after his death, ſeeing the 
common Doctrin of the Church was ſtill the fame; and Paſchaſus carried 
it not away with him into his Grave ? 


BUT at bottom there's nothing more uncertain than this remark of 

Mr. Arnaud. For as to Fohn Scot, there's not the. leaſt reafon to puels he 

wrote fince Paſchaſus his death. We know he wrote of the Euchariſt by 

the command of Charles the Bald, and conſequently whilſt he was in 

France, whether this was before or after the year 852, twill be in my opi. 

nion hard to determin. As to Raban we cannot be certain whether this 

Egilon to whom he wrote his Letter againſt Paſchaſus ; was either, Egilon 

Abbor of Fuldad, who died in the year 822, or another Eg7/on Abbot of 

Prom, who ſucceeded Marquard in the year 853. For as to whit is ſaid by 

the anonimous Treatiſe which Father Celot publiſh'd ; Which is ; that 

Raban was Archbiſhop of Mayence when he wrote this Letter, is yery weak. 

It's true it terms him Raban of Mayence, but upon another occaſion, to wir, 

when the Author accuſes him to have taught, that the myſtery of the Body 

and Blood of our Lord is expoſed to the common condition of aliments ; 

whereas when he mentions the Letter which he wrote againſt Paſchaſus, he 

calls him only Raban, and hence can be nothing certain gather'd. As to 

Bo:k8. ch, 8. Bertram, Mr. Arnaud alledges no other reaſon but this , 7 hat there's /ittle 
P. 842, likelthood he would write againſt his Abbot whilſt he was under his Furiſdifi. 
Aion, and that Paſchaſus who believed his Dodrin could not be attack'd with- 
ont a crime, muſt have complain d of this attempt. But is Mr. Arnaud ipno- 
rant of what the Preſident Maugin has written touching Ber!ram , that he 
was not only a very learned but a very honeſt man ; a bold defender of the 
Catholick Faith againſt all Innovators, and that he wrote againft Hincmar 
his own Biſhop, altho he was upheld by the Kings Authority, What likeli- 
hood is there that a man who ſcrupled not to write againſt his Metropoli- 
tan and ſuch a man as ZHincmar, who was countenanced by the King, would 
_ ro write by the Kings order too againſt Paſchaſus altho he was his Ab- 

rc, 


I T ſignifies nothing for Mr. Arnaud to fay, That Paſchaſus clearly teſti- 
fies that his Dottrin was only attack'd by private Diſcourſes and not by Books, 
For this cannot be collefted from his.expreſſions, unleſs we read 'em with 
gloſſes and interpretations of Mr. Arnaud. Let thoſe, ſays Paſchaſus in his 
Commentary on the 26th. of S. Matthew , that will extenuate the term of 
Body,hear me ; thoſe that ſay, that *tis not the true Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt which 
is now celebrated in the Sacrament in the Church; and that 'tis not his true 
Blood, imagining they know not what, that 'tis in this Sacrament the virtue of 
the Fleſh and Blood,and make the Lord 8 lyar ſaying,that 'tis not his true Fleſp, 
wor his true Blood, by which we declare his true þ ev whereas truth it ſelf 
ſays, This is my Body. Anda little lower, 7 am aſtoniſtd at ſome peoples 
ſaying tis not the real Fleſhand Blood of Feſus Chriſt in the ſame thing, but 
that it is;Sacramentally ſo, a certain virtue of bis Fleſh, and not his Fleſh, 
the virtue of his Blood, and not his Blood, the figure and not the truth, the 
ſhadow,and wot the Body. And. in another place a little further,7 ſpake of theſe 


things the more largely and more expreſly, becauſe 1 underſtand that my -w 
prehen 
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reprehend me as if ' ] would (in the Book which I wrote concerning the Sacra- 

ments of Chriſt) attribute to theſe words more than the truth it ſelf promiſes. 

And in his Letter to Frudegard, Sed quidam, ſays he, loquaciſſimi magis quam 

dot dum hac credere refugiunt , quecunque poſſunt , ne credant que teritas 

repromittit, opponunt, & dicunt nul/um corpus eſſe quod non fit palpabile, & 

viſibile, hac autem inquiunt, quia myſteria ſunt videri nequeunt, nec palpari, 

& ideo corpus non ſunt, & fi corpus non ſunt, in figuracarnis © ſanguinis hxc 

dicuntur, & non in proprietate nature carnis Chriſti © ſanguinis, que caro 

paſſa eſt in cruce, & nata de Maria Virgine, Ecce quam bene diſputant contra 

fidem fine fide. It appears from theſe paſſages that Paſchaſus his opinion 

was contradicted, That he was accuſed for taking Chriſts words in a wrong 

ſence, That he had ſeveral clear and folid obje&tions offered him , whether 

by word of mouth, or writing, or by Books; or bare diſcourſes, he does not 

inform us. But one may well conclude hence that this oppoſition conſiſted 

not in ſecret diſcourſes, as Mr. Arnaud would have us believe; Are we 

wont to call private diſcourſe a formal oppoſition by way of objection, dil 

pute, cenſure , and clear and preciſe explication of the —_— Opinion 2 

Opponunt, ſays he, quecunque poſſunt, Ecce quam bene diſputant, dicunt non in 

ſeeſſe veritatem carnis Chriſtt vel ſanguinis, ſed in Sacramento virtutem car- 

wis non carnem. Audivi qguoſdam me reprehendere, Sc. Do men thus ex- 

preſs rhemſelves when they would repreſent private diſcourſe 2 But, ſays g: ok z.ch. 8: 

Mr. Arnaud, Paſchaſus in his Letter to Frudegard, afſures; that altho ſome v- $43: 

are deceived thro ignorance, yet there is no body that dared openly contraditt 

what the whole earth believes and confeſſes of this myſtery, I anſwer , that 

the ſcnfe of Paſchaſus is, that no body dared contradict openly what the : 

whole Earth believes and confeſſes of this myſtery , ro wir, that 'ris the , | 

Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, according as *tis expreſs'd inthis clauſe of 

the Liturgy which he alledges, Ut fiat Corpus & Sangais dilefttifſimi filii tui 

Domini niſtri Jeſu Chriſti ; and by the words of Chrilt,7his is my Body. Now 

What he ſays. is true in the ſenſe which we ſuppoſe muſt be given ro the 

words of Chriſt,and to the terms of the Liturgy but ir does nor hence follow 

that rhoſe that oppoſed the ſence which Paſchaſus gave rothele yery words 

of the Liturgy , and to thoſe of Chriſt , explain'd themſelves very plainly 

apaitiſt ng, & there's a great decal of difference between acknowledging 

the truth of theſe words, and acknowledging the ſenſe which an Author 

would give'em, They confeſſed that the words were true, and could nor 
queſtzon'd without a crime ; but yet this hindred 'em not from ſetting 

*cmſclves againſt the ſenſe of Paſchaſus. . Paſchaſus pretends to draw advan- 

tage againſt 'em by rheir acknowledging the words , imagining the words 

were plainly for him ; bur he does nor at all ay they dared nor to diſpute 

openly againſt him, nor againſt the ſenſe he gave theſe words, This is a 

deluſion of Mr. Arnauds, juſt as if any one having ſaid that there's no body 

yer amongſt the Proteſtants that has openly denied the Euchariſt to be the 

Body of Jeſus Chriſt, Mr. Arnaud would thence conclude that there's none 

of 'em then that has yer openly contradicted the ſenſe in which the Roman 

Church underſtands it, and that they explain themſelves abour ir only in 

ſecrer diſcourſes. But pray why muſt theſe be ſecret diſcourſes during Paſ- 

chaſes his life, ſeeing Mr. Arxaud is obliged to confeſs there were after his. 

death publick Writings which appeared againſt his Dodrin? Is nor this 

filly precenfion which at fartheſt can only make us imagin Paſchaſus as 

formidable man who held the world in awe during his life , and againſt 

Whom no body dared open his mourh till after bis death. 


BUT 
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BUT laying afide this imagination of Mr. Arzaud come we to the prin- 
cipal queſtion, ro wit, whether Paſehaſus was an Innovator. Mr. Arnaud 
to detend him from this charge has recourſe to the Greek Church , which 

Back *, ch,,, gives, fays he, ſuch an expreſs teſtimony to his Doftrin of the Real Preſence 
in the 7th. 8th. and 9th. Centuries, that it muſt needs ſhame thoſe who out of 
a raſh capricio have the boldneſs to affirm that Paſchaſus was the inventer of 
it. He adds, That all the principal Authors of the Latin Church of the 
ſame time who clearly taught it in ſuch a manner as they ought to teach it ac- 
cording to the ſtate of their time , do overthrow this ridiculous Fable. To 
paſs by Mr. Arnauds expreſſions which are always ſtronger than his reaſons, 
we naced only ſend him to th'examination of the Greek Authors of the 7th. 
8th. and gth. Centurics, and Latin Authors of the 7th. and 8th. for he will 
therein find wherewithal to ſatisfie himſelf aboye his deſires. Let's only ſee 
whether he has any thing better ro offer us. 


HE has recourſe next to his great common place of moral impoſſ;biliries, 
and ſuppoſing that according to us oe of the Clergy, or Laity imagin'd that 
Feſus Chriſt was really preſent in the Euchariſt , that they all took the Eucka- 
riſt for Bread and Wine in ſubſtance, that they kuew the Bread and Wine 
were ſigns and Sacraments of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt by which we obtain his 
Graces, and. that we muſt meditate on the Paſſion of Jeſus Chriſt in receiving 
them ; that Paſchaſus very wel knew that his opinzon was oppoſite to that of 
the Church, and that he remain'd in her external Communicn only out of a car- 
nal motive, leſt he ſhould find himſelf too weak if he departed out of it ; ſup- 
poſing I ſay this, he thus reaſons, Let us imagin a Religious under a Regular 
—_ and him ſo young that he calls himſelf a Child, and who thinks he 
has diſcovered this marvellous ſecret , that Jeſus Chriſt is really preſent on 
Earth in infinite places, that all Chriſtians receive him really every time they 
partake of the Euchariſt, but that by a deplorable blindneſs they are ignorant 
of this happineſs, do not know the Saviour whom they have eften in their hands 
and which they receive intotheir mouths, and take his real Body for an image 
and ſimple figure ; that he is the only man that knows the truth of this Myſtery, 
and is deſtin'd.to declare it to the world, This conceit is already wery ſtrange 
and contrary to the idea which a man neceſſarily forms on Paſchaſus from his 
Writings, there being nothing more remote from the humility and ſimplicity 
appearing in 'em than this prodigious inſolency with which Mr. Claude char- 
ges him, ſo that we way truly ſay he could not worſe repreſent the charatter of 
his mind. He afterwards ſays, that this enterpriſe of Paſchaſus of inſtrutting 
all people in this new opinion was the greateſt enterprize that ever any man un- 
dertaok far greater than that of the Apoſtles when they determin'd to Preach 
the Geſpel of Feſus Chriſt throughout all the world. For in fine they were 
twelve, they wrought Miracles, had other proofs than words , they made Di/- 
ciples, and eftabliſh'd them Dofors of the truth which they preach/d. Paſcha- 
= had —_ of all this. He triumphanily fills five great pages with this 

iſcourſe. 


| 


.T O anſwer this with ſomewhat leſs heat, we'l reply that theſe argu- 
ings would haye been perhaps of ſome uſe had Mr. Arnaud liv'd in ] af- 
chaſus his time, and was oblig'd ro make an Oration before him in genere 
deliberativo to diſſuade him Fom making his Book publick. But who cold 
him ar preſent that Paſchaſus muſt neceſſarily have all theſe things in his 


mind, and ſtudied *em neither more nor le than Mr. Ar»aud has —_ 
1 Us 
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his Cloſer > Who told him thar all thoſe who teach novelties think throly 
on what they Go? When Arius a ſimple Prieſt of Alexandria troubled the 
. Church, by teaching this dreadtul novelty that the Son of God wag but a 
Creature, there's no great likelihood he propoſed to himſelf ar firſt the chan- 
ging of the Faith of the whole world, tor inſtructing the people, and every 
where overthrowing what the Apoſtles had eſtablith'd-, or compared his 
defign' with that of the Apoſtles, and examin'd what there was more or lets 
in.it 2 'Tis the ſame in reference to Eutychius and: other teachers of new 
Dodtrins, their firſt thoughts were preiently to ſer forth what they ima- 
gin'd moſt confonant to truth, leaving the ſucceſs to time, and mannaging 
themſelves afterwards as occaſion required. The greateſt affairs do uſually 
begin after this manner, men enter upon 'em without much reflection, and 
afterwards drive 'em on thro all that happens untoreſcen. 


2, T O diſcover the vanity of Mr. Arzaud's arguings, we need only ap- 
ply them to Fohbn Scot, or Bertram, Suppoſe we then as he would have us, 
that in their time the whole world believed firmly and univerſally the Real 
Preſence and Tranſubſtantiation, and all the Fairhtul had a diſtin&t know- 
ledg of it, knew all of 'em that rhe ſubſtanceof Bread and Wine no longer 
ſubſiſts-after their Conſecration, that what we receive inthe Communion is 
the proper ſubltance of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, the ſame numerical ſub. 
ſtance which was born of the Virgin, dcad and rifen, and is now fate at the 
right hand of God , that the fame Body is in Heaven and on Earth at the 
ſame time. Fohn Scot a ſimple Religious undertakes to difabuſe all the peo. 
ple, to perſuade them that what they had hitherto taken for the proper 
ſubſtance of the Son of God was a ſubſtance of Bread , that thro-a deplo- 
rable error they had hitherto worſhip'd an obje&t which deſerv'd nor this 
adoration,and that henceforth by his Miniſtry and at his word all the Earth 
ſhou!d change its Faith and Worſhip. Does this deſign appear leſs ſtrange 
to Mr. Arzaud than that he imputes to Paſchajus, upon our ſuppoſition ? 
All the difference I find is , that Scor's enterprize would be greater and 
harder than that of Paſchaſus ; tor *tis difficulter to root ancient and per- 
petual Opinions out of mens minds , than to inſpire them with new ones; 
to make 'em lay afide their Rires, Altars, th'object of their ſupreme Adora- 
tion and Picty, than to make 'em receive new Services in reference to a ſub- 
je& for which they have alrcady a great reſpe&t. Howlocver 'tis certain 
that John Scot wrote a Book againſt the Real Preſence, and according to 
Mr Arnaud's Hypotheſis, this Book was an innovation contrary to the 
common Faith of his Age. A thouſand Arguments will never hinder bur 
that according to him this is true. Why then will he have it to be impoſ- 
ſible for Paſchaſus, who wrote a Book rouching the Real Preſence , to ad- 
yance any novelty with which the Church before that time was unacquain- 
ted 2 Why muſt there be in Hypotheſis's which are alike facilicies on the 
one fide , and impoſlibilicies on the other > Paſchaſus and Fohn Scot 
wrote, one for the Real Preſence, and the other againſt ir. This is a fa&t 
which is uncontroulable. One of 'em muſt neceirily have offered a new 
Dodtrine contrary to the general belict, and conſequently one of 'em muſt 
be an Innovator. It it be poſſible that 'rwas John Scot, it is yet more pro- 
bable *twas Paſchaſus; if it be impoſſible that 'twas Paſchaſas, it is yet more 
impoſiible to be John Scot, Mr. Arnaud then need not fo warm himſelf in 
his conſequences, ſecing 'tis his intereſt as well as ours to acknowledg the 
nullity ot 'em; and we may truly aftrm without doing him wrong , that 
never man ſpent_his pains to lefs purpoſe, than he has done inthis occaſion. 
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3- ALL that can be reaſonably ſaid of Paſchaſus , is ,, that being yer 
young,and imagining the ſubſtances ot Bread and Wine did nor ſubſiſt in the 
Euchariſt, but were chang'd into the ſubſtance of the Body and Blood of 
Jeſus Chriſt, he thought this marvail was not enough known, and thar 
'rwas neceſſary ro.explain it. And theretore he undertakes to inſtruC his 
Diſciple Placidus in it, ro whom he dedicates his Book, and the reſt of his 
Scholars, This appears trom.the reading of his Preface, and ſecond Cha. 
pter.. Placait, ſays hein his Preface , ea quz de Sacramento Sanguinis & 
corperis tibi exigis neceſſaria, que tui pratexantur amore ita tenus perſtrin- 
gere, ut ceteri vite pabulum & ſalutis hauſtum planius tecum caperent ad 
medelam, & nobis operis praſtantior exuberaret Yruttus mercedis pro ſudore, 
And in the ſecond Chapter , 7Tanti Sacraments virtus inveſtiganda eſt, & 
_— Chriſti fides erudienda, ne forte ob hoc cenſeamur indigni fi non ſa- 
tis diſcernimus illud, nec intelligimus myſt icum Chriſti Corpus & ſanguts quan. 
ta polleat dignitate quantaque pramineat virtute ideo timendum ne per 
ignorantiam quod nobis proviſum eſt ad medelam fiat accipientibus in ruinam, 
There cannor be gathered any more than this touching rhe firſt deſign of 
Paſchaſus. His deſigns without doubt extended nor to far as the whole 
Univerſe, - they only reſpe&ted Placidus and fome other Scholars which he 
taught, and the end he propoſed was to give 'em the knowledg of this my- 
ſtery which he had obtain'd, believing 'twas not ſufficiently known. His 
Book which was deſign'd only for young people was yer read by many 
others, it excited the curioſity of ſeveral , as he himſelt tells us in his Let- 
ter to. Frudegard, Ad intelligentiam, fays he, hujus myſterii plures ut audio 
commovi : I have ſtirred up ſeveral people to underſtand this myſtery. "Tis 
likely ſeveral became of his mind , and 'ris certain orhers condemned his 
opinion : Audivi, ſays he, quoſdam me reprehendere, and that others in fine 
remain'd in ſuſpenſe and uncertainty. Queris, ſays he, to Frudegard, de re 
ex qua multi dubirant , and lower, Mult: ex hoc dubitant quomods ille inte- 

er manet,. & hoc, Corpus Chriſti & Sanguis eſſe poſſirt. This firſt ſucceſs ſo 
Fatle advantageous obliged him to write his Commentary on the 26rh. of 
S. Matthew , where he urges the words of Chriſt, 7his is my Body , and 
argues as ſtrongly as he can againſt thoſe rhat fay 'tis the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt in a Figure, ina Sacrament, and in Virtue. In fine, Fradegard having 
offered him a paſſage of S. Auſtin our of his third Book, De Doetrina Chri- 
ftiana, wherein this Father ſays, that to eat this Fleſh and drink this Blood 
is a figurative locution, which ſeems to command a fin , bur which figni- 
fies to meditate on the Death and Paſſion of Jeſus Chriſt for us, he thence 
takes occaſion to write the Letter to Fradegard, wherein he endeavours by 
all means to defend his Do&trin, preſſing again the words of Jeſus Chriſt, 
and relating ſome paſſages of the Fathers, and Lirurgy which he imagin'd 
were on his ſide, And this is altthat can be ſaid hiſtorically touching Paſ- 
chaſus his fa&t , in which I think there's nothing that hinders us from be- 
lieving he was an Innoyator , that is to ſay , that the Do&trin he offered 
was not that of the Church, as will be made plain by what we ſhall alledg 
anon. Mr, Arnaud ſhould argue from theſe matters of fact, and not from 
imaginary ſuppoſitions. 


 P ASCHASUS, ſays he, propoſes immediately his Dettrin without 


any Preface, or inſinuating addreſs, without ſuppoſing any Fae | 


than that God can do what he pleaſes. His Dottrin then was not new. Thi 


conſequence is teo quick. He does not mention that horrid blindneſs where: 
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myſtery was unknown, that is to ſay, that men knew not yet his Doftrin,as 
I have already ſhew'd, and in his Letter to Frudegard he formally acknow- 
ledges that ſeveral were jgnorant of it. \Quamur, fays he, plurimi ignora- 
wverint tanti myſterit Sacramenta. He does not trouble himſelf, adds Mr. Ar- 
xaud, to confirm what he ſays by proofs ſufficient to diſſipate thi error. What 
follows hence? He proves it as well as he can, that's to ſay ill ; yet does he 
advertiſe his Placidus in his Preface that he rook what he offer'd our of the 
principal Authors of the Church, and he names S. Cyprian, Ambroſe, Hilary, 
Auguſtin, Chryſoſtom, Ferom, Gregory, Thdor, Iſychius and Bede: Now here 
are, I think, great names enough. 


Mr. Claude, adds further Mr. Arnaud, would perſuade us that a young Re- page $50: 
digions having taught in a Book a Dottrin unheard of contrary to ſenſe and rea- 
fon, and having taught it without proofs, living in a great communalty, having. 

, commerce witha great number of Religious, Abbots, and Biſhops, was yet P; 
wertiſed by noxe of 'em that he offered an error contrary to the Dottrin of the 
Church, .and that not only he eſcap'd unpuniſh'd, but fir thirty years together 
0 bodly teſtifi 'd any aſtoniſhment at his Dottrin; fo that he only learn'd from 
other peoples report, and that thirty years after he wrote his Book that there 
were {ome perſons who found fault with it. Mr. Arnaud's prejudice puts him: 
upon ſtrange things. Does henot ſee we need only turn his reaſoning on 
Fohn Scot and Bertram to expoſe the weakneſs of it? They wrote againſt 
the Real Preſence: who told them they offer'd an error comtrary to the Do- 
Erin of the Church? who puniſh'd em for it > whar Popes, what Councils 
condemn'd em? who,ſetting aſide Paſchaſus, ſtood up againſt thoſe that af- 
firm'd the Euchariſt was not the Body of Jeſus Chriſt otherwiſe than Sa- 
cramentally, figuratively, and virtua) T and not really, Non in re efſe veri-. * 
taters carnis Chriſti vel Sangainis, ſed in Sacramento , virtutem quandam 
carnis & non carnem, wvirtutem Sanguinis © non Sanguinem 2 Suppoling no 
body did addreſs themſelves ro Paſchaſas himſelf to charge him with the 

ubliſhing in his Book a new Do@rin,what can be rationally inferred hence, 
_ that his Book was at firſt bur little known by learned men who were 
fit to judg of it, becayſe a Book deſign'd for Scholars does not uſually make 
any great noiſe , or becauſe perhaps that it was deſpiſed , ſeeing that in ef- 
fed. The was little init to the purpoſe. Bur, ſays Mr. Arnaud, at leaſt the 
Monks of the Convent of Corbie muſt oppoſe him, Had they done it, they 
had done no morethan they ought. But Paſchaſns was their Maſter thar 
taught 'em , and the Diſciples are not wont to contraditt their Maſters. 
Paſchaſus had immediately won to his intereſts Placidus, who was a perſon 
of Qualiry and a Dignitary in this Convent, as appears by the terms of Paſ: 
chaſus himſelf, for thus does he beſpeak him. Dileftifiimo filio , & vice 
Chriſti [ref enti, Magifro Monaſtice Diſcipline, alternis ſucceſhbus veritatis 
diſcipulo. Again, who told Mr. Arnaud that no body for thirty years re- 
prehended Paſchaſus to his face? how knows he this, thar he can be fo con- 
fident of it? Does Paſchaſus himſelf poſitively aſſure him of it? No. But 
"ris becauſe Paſchaſus ſays, Audivi quoſdam me reprehendere. I am informd 
that ſome blame me. Every man ſees that this expreſſion is nor ſufficient 
forthe drawing of this conſequence, and that an Author mfy ſpeak thus, 
alcho he was told of his faultto his face, In _ Pe inform'd Mr, _ 
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aud rthatthe contradiftions which Paſchaſus met with did not happen till 
thirty years afrer the, publiſhing of, his Book > Becauſe he complains of this 
in his Commentaries on S. Matthew , which were. publiſh'd nor till thirry 
years after. A frivolous reaſon, as if the cenſures which were made of his 
Doctrin, muſt needs be of the ſame date as his Commentarics whercin he 
mentions 'em, and endeavours to deiend himſelf, It muſt be acknowledg'd 
that neyer,man argued more unhappily than Mr. Arnaud. a 


N-O 7 only, adds he , he was not reprehended by any of his Superiors, 
Friends, and Brethren, but he ſtill believed the whole Church was on his ſide, 
For in his Papers which he wrote not long before his death he preſſes his un- 
known adverſaries of whom he had notice, by the Authority of the whole 
Church, and clearly affirms aman cannot oppeſe his Opinion without contradid- 
ing the Faith of it. Videat .qui contra hoc venire voluerit magis quam credere 
quid agat contra ipſum Dominum, & contra omnem Ecclefiam. He ſays that no 
body dared yet openly.contraditt this Dettrin which he taught, nor oppoſe what 
the whole world own'd to be true. Ideo quamvis quidam de ignorantia errent, ne- 
0 tamen adhuc eſt in aperto qui ita hoc eſſe contradicat quod totus orbis credit 


& confitetur. In ſhort he accuſes thoſe as highly criminal,who uſing the common 


Prayers of the Church explaind them in a ſenſe of figure and virtue, contrary 
to the conſent of the whole Earth. Nefandum ergo ſcelus eſt orare cum omni- 
bus, & non credere quod ipſa veritas teſtatur, & ubique omnes univerſaliter ve- 
rum eſſe fatentur. 


I anſwered the Author of the Perpetuity, That Paſchaſus did not ſay the 
whole world was formally of his opinion, but that this was a conſequence which 
he would draw from the whole worlds believing to be true and above all queſti- 
on the words of Jeſus Chriſt, This is my Body, which he imagin'd contain'd his 
Belief, - and from the Churches ſaying in her Canon, Vt fiat Corpus & Sanguis 
dileftiftmi filii tui Domini noſtri Jeſu Chriſti , to which the people anſwered, 
Amen. That there's a great deal of difference betwixt poſitive aſſuring that 
the whole Church believes by a diſtintt and unqueſtionable Faith a Doftrir, 
and th iutroducing of it by conſequences drawn from ſome expreſſions which a 
man believes to be favorable to this Doftrin , but which are not ſo greatly fa- 
vorable but that they may be of uſe to thoſe who believe a contrary Doftrin. 


HERE, ſays Mr. Arnaud, is a diſtinition well worthy of Mr.Claude's in- 
vention who admirably well pretends to anſwer a matter when he does nothing 
leſs, and to diſtinguiſh by terms which have no ſenſe , that which reaſon can- 
not diſtinguiſh, Let us in good time ſee then whether my diſtinEtion be as 
extravagant as Mr. Arnaud would make it. When a man maintains againſt 
an opponent a Dodtrin which is ſaid to be the common DoCtrin ot the 
Church, either this propoſition that 'ris the common Dodrin of the Church, 
isſoclear and evident, that the Adverſaries themſelyes muſt grant it, or it 
is not ſo clear nor evident but that 'tis queſtionable, As to the firſt cale, 
a man need not trouble himſelf to prove it : for its taken for a Principle, 
and ſuch conſequences are thence drawn as are judged fitting. For inſtance, 
When the Gentlemen of the Roman Church teach that our Saviour Chriſt 
dicd not only for the Elect, bur alſo for all men in general; that all Gods 
Commands are poſlible to be kepr by the Juſt , according to the preſent 
condition of their ability ; that the ſubſtance of Bread is really converted 
into the ſubſtance of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt ; that the Wicked receive 


the 


the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, and cat it withtheir bodily mouths in the a& of 
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the Communion ; it is foevident that rheſe are the common Dottrins of.this 
Church; that there needs no proving'em; and ſhould any one in the boſom 
of the Roman Charch oppoſe tlieſe Articles , there's no body would take 

ains to prove to him that they are the Faith of the Church, for they would 
be ſuppoſed ro be undeniable Principles, and he would have only hence con- - 
ſequences drawn againſt him: As ro the ſecond cafe, that is to fay when 
is not clear that this is the Faith of the Church, and that this pointis in dif- 
pute, both parties apply themſelves to the bringing of proofs, and cach 
commonly cndeavours to authorite his Opinion under the ſpecious name of 
the Fairh of the Church; | 


BUT as this queſtion touching the-common Doctrin of the Church 
may, have two ſenfes ; one which regards precifely the preſent Church, 
whichis ro fay, the Church in the time of rhe conteſt; rhe other which re- 
ſpeQs the Church in the preceding times, whichis to fay ; before the con- 
rroverſie, it may alſo receive two forts of proots, ſome which refer to rhe 
preſent time , others which refer to the Ages which have preceded us; 
When a man proves for the time preſent, he alledges reſtimonies of rhe mo- 
dern Church, when he proves for the paſt time ; he alledges 'em of thoſe 
chat have lived before us, and rhe nicticn determinsir felt according as the 
proofs are good, or bad, concluſive, or not concluſive. 


TA apply thisro the matter in hand, I ſay, That Paſchaſus never ad- 
vanc'd for an undeniable Principle,that his DoEtrin was the Do&trin or com- 
mon belict of the Church in his time ; on the contrary he has formally ac- 
knowledg'd that there were in his time three ſorts of perſons inthe Church ; 
the firſt reprehended him for miſ-underſtanding the words of Chriſt. Au- 
divi quoſdam me reprehendere quaſi ego in eo libro quem de Sacramentis Chriſti 
edideram aliquid his diftis plus tribuere voluerim quam ipſa veritas repromit- 
fit, and affitm'd on the contrary that the Euchariſt was the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt in figure and virtue. Nox in re eſſe veritatem carnis Chriſti vel San: 
r#inis, ſed in Sacramento, virtutem quandam carnis & non carnem. Others 
that doubred of the truth of his Dottrin, multi dubitant , ſays he, ſeveral 
times. And in fine, others that erred thro ignorance, which is roſay, thar 
had not yer heard of theſe marvails which he propoſed. 'Quamvis plurimi, 
fays he , dubitaverint vel ignoraverint tanti myſterii Sacramenta. - And a 
little lower, Quamwvis ex hoc quidam de ignorantia errent, He wasthen fat 


from vaunting that his Doctrin was undeniably rhe common Faith of the 
Church of Ris Age. 


I fay in the ſecond place, that whatſoever deſign Paſchaſus had to make 
people believe that he taught nothing bur what was according to the Doftrin 
of the Church ; yer did he tiever alledg for this effe&t the men of his time, 
nor ever ſaid the Biſhops which theni governed the Churches , the Abbats, 
Prieſts, Religious, and all learned men held the fame language as he did, and 
all of 'em unanimouſly confeſs'd, that the ſubſtance of Bread was changed 
into the Body of. Jeſus Chriſt born of the Virgin according to the propriety 
of his nature. Neither did he ever aver he held his Do&trin from Maſters 
that taught it. Paſchaſas was far from aſſerting this: 


H E' keeps tg three things, to ſome paſſages of the Fathers, ro the words 
-of Jeſus Chriſt, Thw'1s "m7 Body, to a clauſe of the Liturgy, which fays, 
Ut fiat Corpus &\ [avguis dilettifimi filii IF r Ya moſtri Feſu Chriſti : And 
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as to the pafſages of the Fathers having propoſed 'em, he concludes, 7hat 
from thence one may knowthat what he wrote was not an effett of Enthuſtaſtical 
raſhneſs, nor a' young man's viſion ; but that he offered theſe things (to thoſe 
who were defirous of 'em) from the authority of the Word of God, and the 
Writings of the Holy Fathers. Now ſeeing', adds he, it appears that all 
men have not Faith, yet if they cannot underſtand, let 'emlearn to believe with 
the Fathers that there's nothing impoſſible with Gol ,, and acquieſce in the Di. 
vine words without the leaſt doubt of 'em. For we never as yet read any have 
erred in this point, unleſs thoſe that have erred touching the perſon of Jeſus 
Chriſt himſelf, altho ſeveral have doubted, or been ignorant of the Sacra- 
ments of ſo great a myſtery. 1s this the language of a man that loudly glo- 
ries.in the conſent of the whole Church 2 Were he aſſur'd he wrote nothing 
but what was according to the common belief , what need he juſtifie him- 
ſelf from the ſuſpicion of Enthuſiaſm and pretences to Viſions? Are we 
wont to ſuſpett people in this fort who ſay only what the whole world ſays 
and believes 2 And deſigning to juſtific himſelf, why muſt he rather berake 
himſelf to ſome paſſages of the Fathers , (whoſe ſenſe and terms he may 
jaſtly be ſaid to have corrupred) than to the teſtimony of perſons in his own 
time; and to fay if he was an Enthufiaſt or Viſionary , all the Biſheps, Ab» 
bots, Prieſts, Religious, Doftors, and Chriſtians in general were ſo too, ſce- 
ing they all beliey'd and ſpake as hedid 2 Burt inſtead of this he complains 
that his Dodtrin which he term'd that of the Fathers was nor kindly re. 
ceived; Nunc autem, ſays he, exinde quia claruit quod non omnium eft fides. 
He exhorts thoſe who reprehended him, to belieye with the Fathers that 
nothing is impoſſible with God, and to acquieſce in the words of Jeſus 
Chriſt, Diſcent queſs cum talibys credere, fi adbuc nequeunt intelligere, quod 
bee nibil eſt impeſſibile, diſcant & verbis divinis acquieſcere, & in nullo de his 
Fare, > 3:50 


'W HEN then he adds that hitherto 'twas not heard that any perſon ex- 
red on this ſubject, unlels 'twere thoſe who had erred touching Jelus Chriſt 
himſeli. Quia u/que ad preſens nemo deerraſſe legitur nift qui & de Chriſtoer- 
raverynt, He would fay that till then no body had contradicted the Do- 


Erin of the Fathers, leaving it to be underſtood that then 'rwas contradi- 


&ed, becauſe they contradicted his, which he maintain'd was that of the 
Fathers. So far we do not find him boaſting of the conſent of the Church 
in his time, for we ſee on the contrary ſeveral things which ſufficiently de- 
note that he was far from doing it. 


AS to the paſſages of the Liturgy, and words of Chriſt , he ſays, that 
the Prieſt prays in the Canon in thele terms , 7+ ; fiat Corpus Jeſu Chriſtz, 
that all the People cry Amen, and. ſa the whole Church in every Nation and 
Language confeſſes that *tis this ſhe defies in her Prayer. Whence he draws 
this conſequence, Tnde wideat gut contra ; hos wenire voluerit magis guam 
credere quid agat contra ipſum Dominuw{& contra amnem Chriſti Ecclefiam. 
Nefarin ergo ſeelus eft orare cum amuibys, © non credere quod ipſa veritas 
teſtatur, &© ubique omnes nniverſaliter verum eſſe fatentur. Let thoſe then 
that had rather contradif this than believe it, confider what they do againſt 
the Lord himſelf and his whole Church, 1t. is then'a great fault to pray with 
all people, and not to believe what the truth it ſelf atteſts , and what all do 
auiver/ally, and every where confeſs to he true. His Argument is 3 Sophiſm 
Which amountsto this, Our Saviour Chriſt ſays 'tis his Body, aud the whole 
Church confeſſes the ſame. But they. that at this. day deny that "tis his Body 
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in propriety of nature deny that 'tis his Body. 7, herefore they contraditt Jeſus 
Chriſt and his Church. Who ſees not bur there isa great difference between 
reaſoning in this manner, and poſitively aſſuring, that the whole Church 


believes tis his Body in propriety of nature 2 7 will have;this, ſays Mr. Ar- paze 852. 


naud to be only a conſequence. Are not Authors perſuaded of the truth of the 
conſequences which they draw, and do they not offer them for true as pofitive- 
ly as their principles > Mr. Arnaud gives an exchange, The queſtion is not 
whether Paſchaſus was perſuaded ot the ſolidiry ot his conſequence or nor, 
but whether we ought to be perſuaded of it our ſelves, and take it for a 
teſtimony rouching the publick belief of his time, Mr. Arnaud ſhould know 
thar when a man teſtifies of a matter of fa&t , andatrerwards draws thence 
by way of argument, and confequence another fa&t, he is no farther cre» 
dible iq reſpeCt of this latter, bur only as his argument or conſequence a 

pears juſt ro us. It I fay for example that Mr. Arnaud confeſſes in the firit 


edition of his Book, 7 hat 'tis poſſible the yrs knew not always ſo expreſly, Rook 6. ch. 1; 


and univerſally, whether the Bread did or did not remain in the Sacrament; 
andI from hence draw by way of argument and conſequence this propoſition, 
That Mr. Arnaud acknowledges Tranſubſtantiation was not auciently an Ar- 
ticle of Faith in the Church. My teſtimony in reſpect of the latrer fat will 
be no farther: credible than my conſequence will be good. *Tis the fame 
here. Pzfchaſas aſſures us, that the: whole Church in his time called the 
Eachariſt the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, ſaying theſe words , Vt frat 
Corpus diletiſſini filzi tui. ''So tar he atts-as a witneſs, we muſt believe 
him, Whence hte draws this conſequence. That thoſe-rthat do nor be- 
lieve it ro berhe Body of Jcſus Chriſt in propriety of narure, but only in Sa- 
crament contradict the Church. Here he acts the parr of a Diſpurer, if his ar- 
guing be good, we will believe him, if it be a Sophiſm, we'll not marrer it. 
Now cis a fophiſm; tor according tothe maxim of S. Augyſtin , The Sacra- 
ments aſſume the names of the things of which they are Sacraments, ſothatto 
deny the Euchariſt ro be the Body of Jeſus Chriſt in propriety of natuxe, ir 
docs nor follow a man thereby contradicts the Church which calls it the Bo- 
dy of Jeſus Chriſt, Ty b 
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' BUT, adds Mr. Arnaud, 'tis moreover falſe that this is only a conſequence. yooks. ch, y, 
For this propefition that the! whole Church belted the Real Preſence was in- p. 52. 


cluded both in the Principle "and Concluſion of ' Paſchafus his argument. He 
concludes, That thoſe who deny the Real Preſence commit an horrid crime in 
ir ng the Faith of the Charch. Here we have it comprehended in the con- 
clufion. Did ever man hear ſuch kind of reaſoning ? 'Tis falſe thar this is 
only a conſequence, becauſe 'tis a propoſition contain'd in the concluſion. 
This is juſt as it a man ſhould fay'*tis falſe that ir is day. Why 2 Becaule the 
Sun is at his heighth; for for tobe day, and the Sun to be at its heighth, are 
not more the fame thing, than to be a conſequence , and to be a propoſition 
contained in the concluſion of an argyment. © Are theſe the prodigious ef- 
fefts of Mr. Arzaud's Logick ? And the mA of this concluſion 1s, adds 
he, wot that the Church fimply recites theſe words; Ut fiat Corpus dilefiffimi 
filii tui, but underſtands them in the ſenſe of the Real Preſence. © Which is 
whar I deny. 'The Principle whereon Paſchaſus argues is no other than this, 
That rhe Prieſt ſays, '2/t fiat Corpus dileftifſimi filii 141, and the People an- 
ſwer, Amen.” Thar the Church did, or did not underſtand this of the Real 
Preſence, is what Paſchaſus does not-rouch on. He is careful not to adyance 
fo far, Had he known, ſays Mr. Arnaud, that the Church took theſe words in 
another ſenſe, he muſt needs be a mad man to reproach as he does theſe perſons 
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for being contrary to the ſenſe of the whole Church, He ſuppoſes then this for 
 'a Principle, that the whole Church took them in the ſence of a Real Preſence, 
and conſequently ſuppoſes ſhe held entirely this Deetrin, This is mere wrang. 
ling.  Paſchaſus does not fay that theſe perſons againſt whom he inyeighs 
were contrary to rhe ſenſe of the Church, but only, that they went againſt 
the Church, to wit, inaſmuch as they went, according to him, contrary to 
the terms of the Liturgy. Secondly ,* Whether he did or did not know 
that the Church took theſe terms in another ſenſe, 'ris not neceffary to en- 
quire, ſeeing he does notexplain himſelf therein, and ſpeaks neither far or 
neasof rhe ſenſe of theſe rerms.. And 'tis likely he knew there were ar 
leaſt three ſorts of perſors in the Church, the doubters, the ignorant, and 
formal adycrfaries of his Doctrin who took 'em not in this ſenſe. Thirdly, 
Suppoſing we fay not that Paſchaſus was mad, but argued like a Sophiſter, 
what inconvenience will follow , and what ſhall we fay more than appears 
from the bare reading of his diſcourſe? He would have the Church on his 
* ſide, what could be more eaſfie , ſuppoſing at that time the converſion of 
ſubſtauces, and Real Preſence were believed , than ro proclaim clearly and 
plainly thar the whole Church, Biſhops, Religious, the Doctors, and gene- 
rally all the fairhful believed his Doctrin neither more nor leſs, and there 
only nceded them to be conſuited. Articles of Faith of this nature cannot 
lie hid in a Church which holds them. His Adverfarics could not have denied 
this truth, and had they the impudence to do ir they might eaſily be con- 
vinc'd by a million of perſons then living. . Why had he recourſe to arguing 
and conſequences ? Why muſt this conſequence be drawn by the hair our 
of -a paſſage of the Liturgy, which may receive I know not how many ex- 
plications > Why did he not at leaſt ſay 'rwas certain the Church under. 
ſtood this clauſe in the ſenſe of a'Real Preſence? -Wherefore was he ſilent 
touching the ſenſe, and argued only from the force of theſe terms , Corpus 
dilefiffimi filii tui, &c. as if all thoſe that utrer theſe terms, or add to 'em 
their Amey, beliey'd the Real Preſence? Which ſhews-us two things, the 
firſt, that Paſchaſus a&ted like a Sophiſter, ſheltering himſelf as well as he 
could under the Authority of the Church, againſt the reproach objected 
againſt him of being a Viſionary, and an Enthuſiaſt ; and the other, that in 
effect he was an Innovator that had broached a Do&rin unknown ro the 
Church of his time 3, for had he the advantage which Mr. Arnaud ſuppo- 
ſes he had, which is, that the whole Church was of his opinion, and the 
people commonly believed the Real Preſence and converſion of ſubſtances 
of Bread and Wine, he would not have fail'd ro make the beſt of it, and 


orewhelm his Adverſfaries with it. 


— 


Mr, 4 R N A@ D will now then perhaps comprehend that there's a 
difference between a man that affirms a thing for certain, and of which he 
himſelf is a witneſs, and one that draws a conſequence, and perhaps will 
no longer ſay , 7hat my diſt inttion ſeparates by terms-which have no ſenſe, 
that which reaſon cannot ſeparate. And at theſame time __—_— that 
never prerenſion was worle grounded than that of the Author of the Per- 
fetvity, and his own. They affirm the whole Church was of Paſcha/us his 
mind. But whereon do they ground their ſuppoſition 2 Were the Adver- 
ſaries of Paſchaſys agreed about ir? No. Docs Paſchaſus himſelf expreſly 
affirm it? No. But 'ris becauſe Paſchaſus inſinuates it by an equivocal term 
which the'Church made uſe of. But does Paſchaſus formally aſſert , that 
the Church underſtood this term in the ſenſe which he gave 1t 2 No. But 
Tis becauſe Paſchaſus muſt thus underſtand-it, ſays Mr. Arnaud, to make his 
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reaſonin2juſt. Take away then from Paſchaſus his reaſoning the juſtneſs 
which Mr. Arzau1 would give it, the ſubintcUligztur is annull'd , and theſe 
' Gentlemen bare of proofs. 


THESE words of Paſchaſus, ſays Mr. Arraud, Miror quid volunt qui- 
dam nuic dicere non in re eſſe veritatem carnis Chriſti vel Sanguinis , ſed in 
Sacramento, virtutem quandam carnis & non carnem, furniſh us with another 
prog of the ſame nature, For they ſhew that this ſclution of virtue was new, 
and that Paichaſus had not l-arn'd it but of late, Mr. Arnaud does well to 
adyertiſe us that'tis a proof of theſame nature as the others, for 'ris ſoin ef- 
fe&t, that is tofay, a very ſlight one, and ſcarcely worth offering, Paſcha- 
ſus 18 aſtoniſh'd at what his Adverſaries ſay in reference to virtue, not that 
rhis folution appears to him new. He fays nothing of itinthisrefpet, bur 
becauſe it does not 7 gem to him conformable to theſe words of Jeſus 
Chriſt, 7/5 is my Body, nor to theſe others, The Bread which I ſhall give 
is my Fleſh, nor to theſe, Te that eats my Fleſh, and drinks my Blood, dwells 
in me, and I in him. Let but Mr, Fear read Paſchaſus his Text, and he'l 
find what I ſay to betrue. Feſus Chriſt, fays he, did net ſay, this is, or in 
this myſtery is the virtue or figure of m Body, but he has ſaid without feign- 
ing, This is my Body. $. John introduces likewiſe cur Lord, ſaying, the Bread 
which I ſhall give is my Fleſh , not another than that which tis for the life of 
the world. And again, He that eats my Fleſh, and drinks my Blood, dwells in 
me and I in him. Unde miror, adds he, quid welint, &c, What can be con- 
cluded hence for the.novelty of this ſolution of virtue? 


IN fine, Frudegard himſelf, ſays moreover Mr. Arnaud, to whom Palcha- page 857. 


ſus wrote about the latter part of his life to remove ſome doubts he had on this 
myſtery may ſerve further to confyte the falſity of Mr. Ciaude's fable, who 
pretends no body could have the ideaof the Real Preſence unleſs he took it from 
Paſchaſus his Book. Dicis, ſays Paſchaſus, to him, te ſic antea credidiſſe , & 
in libro quem de Sacramentis edidi ita legiſſe, ſed profiteris peſtea te in libroter- 
tio de dottrixa Chriſtiana B. Auguſtini legiſſe quod tropica fit locutio. Mr. 
Arnaud will have thete words, Dicis te fic antea credidiſſe , to denote that 
the DoCtrin of the Real Preſence was the Faith in which he had been 
brought up, and thart the following, Ft in libro quem de Sacramentis edidi 
ita legiſſe, denote that the reading of Paſchaſus his Book had confirm'd him 
in it. But who knows not that in theſe kind of diſcourſes the Particle Er, 
is very often a Particle which explains, or gives the reafon of what was be- 
foreſaid, and not that which diſtinguiſhes, as I have already obſerv'd in an- 
other place. He would only fay that before he thus believed ir, having fo 
read itin Paſchaſus his Book. And that Mr. Arnaud's ſubtilty might rake 
place, he muſt have ſaid, not chat he had thus believ'd ir Zefore; but thus 

iev'd it from the beginning, in his youth, that he afterwards thus found it 
in Pajchaſus his Book, who had confiew'd him in his belict, but that after. 
wards he had found in S, Auſtin that *twas a figurative locution. In this 
manner he had diſtinguiſh'd the three terms of Mr. Arzaud , whereas he di- 
ſtinguiſhes but two, a»tea, and poſtea, and asto the firſt, he ſays hehad thus 
beliey'd it, and thus read it in Paſchaſus his Book , denoting by this ſecond 
clauſe the place where he drew this Fairh. 


AND theſe are Mr. Arzaud's objections, but having examin'd them, 
twill not be amiſs to repreſent the concluſion he draws from 'em. 7 do not 
believe, fays hc; that having conſidered all theſe proofs ſerichſly one can ima- 
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gin, that Paſchaſus in declaring the Euchariſt to be the true Fleſh of Jeſus 
Chriſt aſſum'd of the 1 has propoſed a new Dottrin. Neither can [ be- 
lieve.that amongſt the Calviniſts themſelves any but Mr. Claude will be ſo obſti- 
nate as to maintain / evident a falſity, and one ſo likely to demonſtrate to the 
world the exceſſive boldneſs of ſome of their Miniſters. Thus does Mr, Ar- 
naud wipe his Sword after his victory. Can you but think he has offered 
che moſt convincing proofs imaginable, oblig'd us to be everlaſtingly ſilent, 
and that the Miniſter C/aude muſt bea ſtrange kind of a man, ſeeing he alone 
of all his party will be able to harden himſelf againſt fuch puiſfant demon- 
ſtrations and clear diſcoveries. 


CHAP. IX. 


Proofs that Paſchaſus was an Innovator. 


S AID in the preceding Chapter that the beſt way to be informed whe- 
|| ther Paſchaſus has been an Innovator , was to ſearch whether thoſe 
that went before him, and wroteon the ſame ſubje& , have, or have 
not taught the fame thing as he has done, I repeat ir here, to the end it may 
be conſidered whether after the difeuffion which Mr. Azbertin has made of 
the Doctrin of the Ancients, and what I have wrote alſo thereupon cither 
tothe Author of the Perpetaity, or Father Nojet, or Mr. Arnaud, we have 
not right to ſuppoſe, and to ſuppoſe as we do with confidence, that no body 
before Paſchaſus taught the converſion of the ſubſtances of Bread and Wine, 
or ſubſtantial Preſence of the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt in the Eucha., 
riſt. Whence it follows he was the firſt that brought this new DoCtrin in- 
to the world, 


BUT befides this proof which isan eſſential and fundamental one, we 
ſhall offer ſeveral others, raken from the circumſtances of this Hiſtory 
which do much il{uſtrate this truth. The firſt of this rank is taken from 
Paſchaſus himſelf's acknowledging he moved ſeveral perſons to underſtand 


£p5ſt ad Frid. this myſtery. Altho I wrote nothing worth the Reader's peruſal in my Book 


Book 8. ch. 10; 
P- 860, 


which T dedicated cuilibet puero (Thad rendred theſe words to a young man, 
becauſe that in effe& his Book was dedicated to Placidus. Mr. Arnaud 
would have it rendred to people, this is no great matter) yet am 7 in- 
form'd that I have excited ſeveral perſons to underſtand this myſtery. Now 
this ſhews that before his Book came forth his DoCtrin was unknown, 
whereunto we may alſo add the paſſages wherein he declares how the 
Church was ignorant of this myſtery, as we have already obferv'd. 


T O judy rightly of the ſtrengthof this proof, and to defend it againſt 
Mr. Arzaud's vain objeftions we ſhould firſt ſhew what kind of ignorance, 
and zntelligence Paſchaſus here means. For Mr. Arnaud has wonderful di- 
ſtinCtions on this ſubject, Ought not Mr. Claude to know , fays he, that be- 
fides this knowledg common to all Chriſtians which makes 'em believe the myſte- 
ries without mach reflefion, there is another clearer one, and which is often de- 


. noted in $, Auſtin by the word intelligence , which does -not precede , but f «1 


lows Faith, as being the fruit and recompence of it , fic accipite, fic cre = 
| 71s 
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ſays this Father, 7t mereamint intelligere, fides enim debet pracedere intel. 
tum ut fit inteJeitus fidei premium. As then all Chriſtians believe the myſteries, 
they believed likewiſe ail of 'em the Euchariſt in Paichaſus his time in the 
Jame manner as we telieve it, (which is to ſay that they all belicy'd the Real 
Preſence and Tranſubſtantiation) but they had not all of 'em an underſtanding 
of it, that is to ſay,, they had not all confidered this adorable Sacrament, with 
the application which it deſerves, That they did not all know the myſteries con- 


tained in the ſymbols, the relations of the Euchariſt with the Sacraments of 


the ancient Law, the ends which God had in appointing them, thoſe that have 
right to partake of 'em, the diſpoſitions with which a man ought to approach to 
'em, the greatneſs of their crime who profane the Lords Body, and the rejt of 
thoſe things which are explained in Pakchafus his Book. All this is contdined 
under the word intelligence, and he comprehend's it therein himſelf in explain- 


ing afterwards what he means by this term , and by making an abridgment of 


has whole Book without marking in particular the Real 1 reſence. The que- 
ſtion then is, whether in Paſchaſus his ſenle the ignorance, and conſequently 
the intelligence he ſpeaks of do not extend as far as theReal Preſence. Now 
this is what will be foon decided if we examin the patlages themf:lves of 
this Author without ſuffering our ſelyes to be blinded by Mr. Arzaud's it- 
lufions. Ac the entrance of his ſecond Chapter , whercin he declares his 
deſign to Cifſipate this ignorance, and remedy the evils it cauſed, he deſcribes 
it in this manner, Sacramentum Dominici Corports & Sanguinis quod guotidie 
in Eccleſia cololratur, nemo jidelium ignorare debet , nemo neſcire quid ad fi 
dem, quid id ſciontian 1n eo pertineat, Wiil you then know whar kind 


, 


of 1gnorance this was, / a/chaſus tells you immediately, Neſcire guid ad fi- Paſcheſ. de 


dem quidwue ad (c/, 
Mr, Arnaud's Qiilinction contained jn the definition which Paſchaſus gives 
of-it. Forzeſcire guid ad fidem pertineat , iS not to have this knowledg 
which makes me b-|:cve the myſteries without much reflection, and xeſcire 
quid ad ſcictian, 15 not to have this other clearer knowledg which Mr. Ar- 
zaud calls particularly intelligence, So that Paſchaſus and nis Commenta- 
tator are not at all agreed. Paſchaſus extends the ignorance he ſpeaks of 
ro ther things which relate to Faith, which is to fay, according to him, the 
Real Preſence, and Mr. Arzaud reſtrains it to other things. But let us hear 
Paſchaſus turrher, Fides, ſays hc, eſt erudienda ne ferte cb hoc cenſeamur in- 
digni, fi non ſatis diſcernimus illud ; nec intelligimus myſticum Chriſti Corpus 
& ſanguis quanta polleat dignitate quantaqgue pramineat virtute, We muſt 
mnſtrutt our Faith, leſt for want of doing, it we be reputed unworthy in not ſuffi- 
ciently diſcerning this Sacrament, and underſtanding the excellent virtue and 
dignity of it. Can any man explain himſelt more clearly The ignorance 
conſiſts in not well underſtanding the great dignity of the myſtical Body of 
Jeſus Chriſt, which in his ſenſe ſignifies not ro know, that 'tis the proper 
ſubſtance of rhe Body of Jeſus Chriſt born ot the Virgin , and th intellz- 

gence on the contrary conſiſts in knowing it. Burt to take away from Mr. 
Arnaud all pretence of the validity of his diſtinCtion, obſerve here what 

» Pajchaſus adds afterwards. He receives the Sacrament ignorantly who is 

wholly ignorant of its virtue and dignity, and knows not the circumſtance of it, 

and does not truly know that *tis the Body and Blood of our Lord , according to 

truth, altho it be taken in the Sacrament by Faith. Mr. Arnaud will not de: 

ny that in the ſtile of Paſchaſus to be the Body and Blood of our Lord accord- 

ing to truth, is to be it ſubſtanrially and really. Now the 3gnorance conliſts 

in the not knowing this, and by the reaſonot contraries the zntelligence con- 

ſiſts in knowing it according to Paſchaſus. 


Eeee Mr. 4 R- 


11am pertineat. Here arc preciſely the two parts of -aptheryy 
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Mr. ARNA%UD will fay without doubt that Paſchaſus in all this 
whole ſecond Chapter, intended only to ſhew rhe-neceſlity there is of in- 
ſtructing perſons before they come to receive the Communion , but that he 
does not ſuppoſe this ignorance was actually in the Church ; and that on the 
contrary, this neceſſity of inſtruftion, in the manner which he exaggerates, 
denotes tharthey rook a great care in thoſe days to teach rhe Communi- 
cants the Doctrin of the Real Preſence. But this evaſion will not ſerve 
rurn. For bcſides that Paſchaſus ſays expreſly, That he receives the Sacra. 
ment ignorantly that knows not "tis the Body and Blood of our Lord according 
to truth; which is an expreſſion of a man which acknowledges there are 
actually perſons that thus receive the Sacrament : Beſides this a man needs 
only read the paſſages of his Letter tro Frudegard, where it cannot be de. 
nied but he ſpeaks of ignorant perſons which were then actually in the 
Church ; I ſay, there needs no more than the reading 'em to find he under- 
ſtands this ſame ignorance which he had deſcrib'd in the ſecond Chapter of 
his Book. For having immediately propoſed, as from the part of Frudegard, 
the objeCtion taken from a paſſage of S. Auſtin, That the Sacrament 1s cal- 
led the Body and Blood of Jetus Chriſt by a __ locution , Quod 


Epift. ad Frad. tropica locutio fit ut Corpus Chriſti & Sanguis eſſe dicatur, which reſpetts as 


every one ſees the Article of the Real Preſence 5 and having endeavoured 
to fatisfic it, he paſſes over to another objeftion , which reſpeCts the ſame 
Real Preſence. Malti, ſays he, ex hoc dubitant quomodo ille integer manet, 
& hoc Corpus Chriſti & Sanguis eſſe poſſit. Several doubt becauſe they cannot 
comprehend how Jeſus Chriſt remains entire , and yet the Sacrament to be his 
Body and Blood. He anſwers this ObjeQtion as well as hecan, then imme. 
diately adds, Here you have, dear Brother, what came into mythoughts at pre- 
ſent, and becauſe you are one part of my ſelf, I believe I ought not to conceal 
any thing from you, altho I cannot expreſs my mind in this particular as 'tis 
neceſſary. As to your ſelf, I deſire you would read over again my Book touch- 
ing this matter, which you ſay you have heretofore read, and if you find there- 
in any thing reprehenſible or doubtful, refuſe not the labor of reading it again. 
For altho T have not written any thing worth the Readers pains in a Book which 
I dedicated to young people, yet am 1 inform'd that T have ſtirred up ſeveral 
perſons to the underſtanding of this myſtery. Who ſees not that in all this 
his whole ſcope is the Real Preſence. His whole preceding diſpute was on 
this Article, and theſe terms, If you find in my Book any thing reprehenſible 
or doubtful, can only relate tothe ſame Article, for there was no queſtion of 
any thing elſe. When then he adds, That he has ftirr'd up ſeveral perſons 
to the underſtanding of this myſtery, *tis clear that he has reſpect to the fame 
thing, and means he has reſcued ſeveral from th' ignorance wherein they lay 
touching the DoCctrin of the Real Preſence. 


BUT toleavenoroom for contradiction and cavil , I need only repre- 
ſent what he writes towards the end of this ſame Letter , where having 
faid he has confirm'd his Doftrin by the teſtimonies of Pope Gregory , the 
Council of Epheſus, S. Ferom and ſome others, he adds, Et ideo quamvis ex 
hoc quidam de ignorantia errent nemo tamen eft, &c. Altho ſome: do err thro 
ignorance in this point, What can befaid rothis > Here we have formally 
an actual ignorance on the Article of the Real-Preſence, on the ſame Article 
which was diſputed him by his Adverfaries, on the ſame Article on which 
he produc'd the words of Jeſus Chriſt, This is my Body , and the clauſe of 
the Liturgy, Vt fiat Corpus & Sanguis , diletiſimi filii tui Domint _— 

eſu 
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Fepv Chriſti, on the ſame Article whereon he had alledged ſeveral patlages 
of the Fathers, Quamwvis, ſays he, ex hoc quidam de ignorantia errent. 


DOES any man deſire another expreſs and formal teſtimony of Paſ- 
chaſus;\ I-need only produce theſe words of his Commentary on the 26th. of 
S: Matthew to fatishe him. I have been more large on this ſubjett of our 
Lords Supper than the brevity of us(Commentary permits , becauſe there are ſe- 
wveral that have another ſentiment touching theſe myſtical things , and ſeveral 
are ſo blind as to think the Bread and Wine are nothing elſe but what we ſee 
with our eyes, and taſt with cur mouths. Here we have then actually perſons 
that did nor believe the Real Prefence, and thoſe not inconſiderable for 
their number, ſecing he denotes them by the term of ſeveral , and which 
he expreſſes ſo clearly that Mr. Arnaud will be at a loſs what to anſwer. 


Mr. ARNAVD who well petceived he might be oppoſed on the firſt 
anſwer, bethought himſelf of giving us another, in which, contrary to his 


uſual manner, he relaxes ſomething of whathe advanced: Not but that, fays'Bo k 2. ch.to. 


he, this word inteligence may- likewiſe reſpeft the Real Preſence , not as a 9:55% 


new truth, but as a truth which might be fuller comprehended , and in a man- 
ner which penetrates more lively the heart , for there are ſeveral degrees of 
growing in the knowledg of a myſtery which one believes already by Faith. He 
would {ay there might be people who knew leſs ſtrongly , and livelily the 
Real Preſence, arid that in this reſpect they might acquire the intelligence 
of it; bur that there were none that were wholly ignoranr of ir, ot ro whom 
Paſchaſus his Book gave the intelligence of it as of a new truth. But Paſ- 
chaſus himſelf refutes this gloſs, Quamwvis ex hoc quidam de ignorantia exrent. 
This is an ignorance which according to him extends ſo far as the making 
'emerr inthe Article of the Real Preſence. -To' err in an Article thro: igno- 
rance, is it not a nor believing of it at all, as having never heard it men- 
fioned ? Is not this a knowing nothing of it, 'a' having no knowledg , and 
conſequently nv Faith-in it > Nowſuch-were Paſchaſus his ignorant perſons, 
who were tar different from thoſe of Mr. Arnaud. In 'a word, they were 
people who thought the Bread and Wine were nothing elſe in reſpe&t of 
their ſubſtance, than what they appear to our eyes and taſt, as Paſchaſus 
now t{pake. 


- T-HIS Principle being well eftabliſh'd, as I believe it isat preſent, twill 
be no hard marrer to ſee the conſequence of it, - The Author of the Perpe. 
twity-and Mr. Arnaud affirm as an undoubred trurh thar all the fairhtul 
Communicants have ever had a diftintt knowledg either of the Real Pre- 
ſence, -or Real Abſence; of the Preſence, if it were taught in the Church, 
of the Abſence;-if the Preſence were not therein taught. Whereupon I 
raiſe this Argument. There cannot be any perſon in a Church wherein the 
Real Preſence is commonly taught, but knows diſtintly the Real Preſence: 
Now in the Church of the gth. Century, at- which time Paſchaſs lived, 
there were people that were ignorant of the Real Preſence, and erred in 


this Article thro ignorance. Therefore in the Church of the gth. Century ' 


the Real Preſence was not commonly taught. The firſt propoſition is of the 
Author of the Perpetuity and Mr. Arnaud, without diſtinCtion or reſtriti- 
on; the ſecond is of Paſchaſus himſelf: the concluſion of it I think then is 
inevitable, 


TWILL 
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TWILL be reply'd that this Argument is one of thoſe called , ad hy. 
minem, Which does indeed preſs an adverſary by his own proper Principles, 
but which are not always abſolutely concluſive, becauſe it may happen thar 
che Principles of an Adverſary on which they are grounded be falſe and im- 
prudently offered. This Argument then may be convictive againſt the Au- 
thorof the Perpetuity and Mr. Arnaud. Bat the Principle of Mr. Arnaud 
and the Author of the Perpetuity may be falſe, and conſequently the con. 


cluſion I draw thence. 


TO ſolve this difficulty, beſides that 'ris a great advantage tor the cauſe 
which I defend, that as able DoCtors as theſe Gentlemen remain convict by 
their own proper Principles. "Tis to be obſery'd that theirs being alter- 
native, mult be diſtinguiſh'd into two propoſitions ; one of which is, A/ the 
Communicants have had a diſtinti knowledg of the Real Preſence if the Church 
of their time taught it, And the other, A# the Communicants have had a 
diſtinft knowledg of the Real Abſence, if the Church of their time did not teach 
the Real Preſence, In reſpe& of this ſecond propoſition the Principle js 
falſe, as I have ſhew'din my Anſwer to the Perpetuity, and in the begin- 
ning of his 6th. Book, in I think an unanſwerable manner. Bur in reſpedk of 
the firſt the Principle is true, and muſt be granted, tor ineffect it is not con- 
ceivable that a Church ſhould believe and teach commonly that what we 
receive in the Communion is the proper ſubſtance of the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt ; and yer let perſons of age Communicate withour inftructing them in 
it; That ſhe thould believe and teach a man muſt adore this Sacrament which 
we receive, publickly praCtiſe this __ Adoration, and yet one part of 
the, Communicants know nothing of it, and in this reſpe& err thro igno- 
rance. Ir isthen clear thatmy argument is not barely one of thoſe term'd 
ad hominem , ſeeing 'tis not ' grounded on the head: propoſition of theſe 
Gentlemens Principle, which is in conteſt , but on the firſt in which both 
ſides are agreed : fo that my concluſion has all the ſtrength and truth that 


can be deſired in every refpeCt. 


NEVERTHELESS we muſt anſwer two of Mr. Arzaud's minute 
objeftions. Paſchaſus fays, That he dedicated his Book to young People. 'Tu 
then, ſays he, unlikely, that Palchaſus defign'd to inſtrutt the whole world in 
a truth of which he believ'd both the learned and unlearn'd were ignorant, | 
anſwer, 'twas not indeed likely that he had immediately fo vaſt a deſign. 
"Tis morelikely he propoled his Dodtrin as he himſelf ſays, petentibus, to 
hir Scholars who pray'd him to ſhew them his ſentimentin this matter; bur 
this does not hinder his DoCtrin trom being new. #7 ſays, ſays Mr. Ar- 
naud again, That he had "not written any thing worth his Readers pains, Now 
»o man who diſcovers a myſtery of this importance uſes ſuch humble expreſſions 
which ſuppoſe he {95 nothing but what's vwigarly known, Mr. Arnaud de- 
ceives himſelf; tor beſides what I intimated in ſeveral places, that thoſe 
who introduce new Opinions by way of addition, or explication of thean- 
cient ones do not openly declare 'em to be new, bur on the contrary endea- 
your to make'em flip in by means of received expreſſions 3 beſides this , I 
fay, this humility of Paſchaſus relates not to the things themſelves which 
he wrote, nor. his ſentiment; for he could not term them ſcarcely worth 
his Readers peruſal , whether they were new, or not. But this relates 
to the manner of writing 'em, according to what he ſays to Frudegard, Ce- 
lare non debut qua loqui ut oportuit minime potus. UT 
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BUT pak weontothe ſecond proof, which ſhews Paſchaſus to be an 
Innovator. *Tis taken from the efte&t which his DoCtrin produced in ſeve- 
ral perſons minds, which was, that they oppoſed him. 7 have diſcourſed, Comment in 
ſays he, of theſe things more at large, becauſe I am informed ſome people have ©" **: 
blamed me, as if (in the Book which T publiſtid of the Sacraments of Chriſt, 
I would give more to his words than they will bear, or eſtabliſh ſomething elſe 
than the truth promiſes. Thele cenſurers proceed further, for they oppoſed 
a.contrary Dottrin againſt that of Paſchaſas, to wit, that *twas the Body of 
Jeſus Chriſt, 2» figure, in Sacrament, in virtue. Which Paſchaſus himſelf 
rells us. Let thoſe, ſays he, that will extenuate this term of Body hear, ibi4. 
They that tell as*tis not the true Fleſh of Chriſt which is now celebrated in 
the Sacrament in the Church , nor his true Blood. They tell us , or rather 
feign I know not what, as if *twere a certain virtue of the Fleſh and Blood. 
He afterwards repeats two or three times the ſame thing. They proceeded 
ſo far as toaccuſe Paſchaſus of Enthuſiaſm , twitting him with having a 
mans viſion, as weremark'd inthe foregoing Chapter, For this is 

what may be juſtly collefted from theſe words to Frudegard. Tox have at zyift, ad Brad. 
the end of this Book the ſentiments of the Catholick Fathers which T briefly 
marked, that you may know that *tis not thro an Enthuftaſm of raſhneſs that I 
have had theſe Yifious, being as yet a young man. Suppoling Paſchaſus 

- taught nothing bur whatthe whole Church beliey'd and commonly raughr 
the Faithful, whence I pray you came theſe Cenſurers? The whole world 
lived peaccably during eight hundred years in the belief of the Real Pre- 
ſence ; all the Preachers taught ir, all Books contain'd it ,. all the Faithful 
beliey'd it and diſtintly knew it; there not having been any body yet 
that dared contradict it : and yet there appear perſons who preciſely oppoſe 
it as ſoon as Paſchaſus appeared in the world. Bur who fo well and quick- 
ly furniſh'd 'em with the Keys of figure and virtue which Mr. Arnaud would 
have had allthe world to be ignorant of, and th' invention of which he ar- 
tribures ro the Miniſters. __ we will believe him they were people 
that dared not appear openly, that whiſpered ſecretly in mensears, and yet 
were ſo well inſtruQted that they knew the principal diſtinCtions of the Cal- 
viniſts and all the ſubrilties of their Schoo]. But moreover, what fury poſ- 
felled them to attack thus particularly Paſchaſus who ſaid nothing but what 
all rhc world knew, even the 'meaneſt Chriſtian , and whar all rhe world 
believ'd, and who moreover had no particular conteſt with rhem 2 They 
could nor be ignorant that the whole Church was of rhis opinion , ſuppo- 
fing ſhe really did hold ir; for as I already faid , the Dottrin of rhe Real 
Preſence is a popular DoCtrin, - It is not one of thoſe Doftrins which lie 
hid in Books or the Schools , which the learned can only know. 'Tis a 
Do&trin which each particular perſon knows if he knows any thing. Why 
then muſt Paſchaſus be thus teas'd? If they had a deſign to trouble the 
peace of the Church, why did they not attack its DoCtrin , or in general 
thoſe that held it , which is to fay, according to Mr. Arnaud, the whole 
world. Why again muſt Paſchaſas be rather ſet upon than any body elſe? 
Does Mr. Arnaud believethis to be very natural? Are people wont to fet 
upon a particular perſon, to the excluſion of all others, when he hasfaid no 
more than what others have faid , and what is taught and held by eyery 
body 2 Is fuch a one liable to reproaches and cenſures? Are we wort to 
charge fucha one with Enthuſiaſtical raſhneſs and prerence to Viſions ? Tt 
is clear le do not deal thus but with perſons that have gone out of the 
bennind 


and would introduce novelties in the Church. "Tis o' as 
þ theſe 
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theſe whom weare wont to accule, to cenſure and call Enthuſiaſts and Vi. 
ſionaries, and not thoſe that neither yary from the common terms or ſenti. 


ments; 


T © elude the force of this proof Mr. Arnaud has recourſe to his Chro- 
nology. He lays that the laſt eight Books of Paſchaſas his Commentaries 
on S. Matthew were not written till thirty years after his Book De Corpore & 
Sanguine Domini; That he ſpeaks therein of his Cenfurers as perſons that 
reprehended him at the very time he wrote this Commentary , Miror quid 
volunt nunc quidam dicere, and that it does not appear he was reprehended 
before; ſeeing he did notattempr to defend himielf. Whence he concludes, 
T hat this Book which Mr. Claude ſays offended the whole world as ſoon a; 
'twas made, was publiſhd near thirty years before 'twas cenſur d by any body. 


I have already replied to this Chronology of Mr. Arnaud. Suppoſing 
there. were in cftect thirty years between Paſchaſus his Book, and the Cen- 
ſures of his Adverſaries, twill not hence follow rhat his DoCtrin received a 
general approbation during theſe thirty years, for perhaps this Book was 
not known, or conſidered by thoſe that were better able to judg of it than 
others. Printing which now immediately renders a Book publick, was nor 
in uſe in thoſe times; and 'tis like]y Tranicribers were not in any great haſt 
ro multiply the Book of a young Religious of Corbie, which he ar firſt in- . 
tended only for his particular friends. Suppofing this Book was known, it 
might be pegs thro contempt, or ſome other conſideration , as it ofr 
happens in theſe caſes, altho a Book may contain ſeveral abſurd and extraor- 
dinary Opinions ; becauſe it may not be thought fitting to make 'em publick, 
till ir afterwards appears there are perſons who be deceiv'd by it, and that 
ris neceſſary to undeceive them. Moreover, what reaſon is there to ſay, that 
the cenſures of theſe people hapned not before the time wherein Paſchaſus 
wrote his Commentary onS. Matthew 2 *Tis becauſe, fays Mr. Arnaud, he 
ſays, Miror quid volunt quidam nanc dicere. But this reaſon is void , for 
this term »wnc according to the common ſtile of Authors does refer it ſelf 
rather in genera] to the time in which Paſchaſus lived, than preciſely to that 
in which he wrote his Commentary. And as to what Mr. Arzaud adds, 
That it does not appear he was reprehended before, ſeeing he did not attempt 
to defend himſelf. This conghudes nothing, unleſs we ſuppoſe that Paſcha- 
ſus was ina capacity, and in humor, todefend himſelf as ſoon as he knew 
he was cenſured. Now this ſuppoſition muſt be proved before it be offer- 
ed as a thing certain , for this ſuppoſition does not eſtabliſh it ſelf How 
many perſons are there who having ſet forth ſingular opinions, do for a 
long time patiently undergo all cenſures and reprehenſions without replies, 
in expettation of a convenient time to defend themſelves. Paſchaſus had 
begun his Commentary onS. Matthew a great while before he became Ab- 
bot ; *ris probable he was willing to ſtay till the explication of theſe words, 
This is my Body, which he believed ſo advantageous to his cauſe ſhould fur- 
niſh him with an occaſion to ſpeak of his ſentiment, and todefend it againſt 
the attacks of oppoſers. So that Mr. Arnaud's Chronology for this time 


will ſtand him in no ſtead, 


W HO has given this liberty, adds he, to Mr. Claude to give the name of 
world to theſe unknown perſons , of whom Paſchaſus only heard ſome mention, 
bat who never ci him to his face , nor ever wrote againft him ? This 


term cannot be reaſonably uſed But to denote the greateſt part of Chriſtzans, or 
at 
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at leaſt thoſe who had read Paſchaſus his Book. Now it is exceeding falſe in 
this ſeuſe that the world was aſtoniſh'd at Palchaſus his Book , ſeeing none of 
his Friends, none of his Society, none of thoſe with whom he met in Eccleſia- 
ſtick Aſſemblies and Councils, have formally reprehended him for it. 


BUT who has given Mr. Arzaud Authority to attribute the name of 
waknown perſons to Paſchaſus his Adverfarics, and to fay thereupon what 
he ſays, ſecing he has no grounds for it , as I have already ſhew'd 2 Who 
told him that John Scot, Bertram and Raban , who were not obſcure per- 
ſons in the Church of the gth. Century, have ſtaid till Paſchaſus his death 
before they declared themſelves againit his Opinion, ſuppoſing 'twere true 
they did not write till after his Death, which is very uncertain » Who has 
given him power toconclude, That the world was not aſtonith'd at Paſcha- 
Jus his Book, under pretence it does not appear , That he was formally re- 
prehended abour it, neither amonglit his own Society, nor in the Eccleſia- 
ſtical Aſſemblies, nor Councils , tecing it does no more appear , that Ber- 
tram and Raban, when they raught a contrary DoCtrin to that of Paſcha- 
ſus, have been tormally reprchended tor it,. cither by any one of their Or- 
der, or in the publick Aſſemblies, or Councils wherein they aſſiſted > Who 
has given him right toſay, as he docs, that the world of whom I ſpeak con- 
fiſts of ſome ſma/ number of raſh and troubleſom Diſputers , who privately 
blamed what they dared not contraditt in publick ? 1 thall not here repeat 
what I have already obſerved , Thar 'tis abſurd ro endeavour tro make us 
conceive the Adverlaries of Paſchaſus his DoCtrin as perſons that blamed in 
ſecret what they dared not contradiCt in publick ; ſeeing the Gentlemen of 
the Roman Church are forced to acknowledg, atleaſt that after the death 
of Paſchaſus, there were publick Writiags againſt this very DoCtrin, and of 
which writings the Authors being famous men , did not at all conceal their 
names ; as if the reaſon of this pretended fear depended not on the Do- 
Ctrin, but perſon of Paſchaſus , who muſt have been at this rate the rer- 
ror of Eccleſiaſtical Writers, whilſt he liv'd. I ſhall only fay that Mr, 
Arnaud has no reaſon to reduce Paſchaſus his Adverſaries, that is to fay, 
thoſe who would not receive his DoCtrin to a ſmall number. One may in 
truth reaſonably ſuppoſe, that amongſt thoſe rhat rezedted this novelrcy, 
there were ſome that made head, or appeared more than the reſt ; and in 
this ſenſe Paſchaſus might ſay that he underſtood fome reprehended him, 
But to conclude hence that theſe were the only perſons of their party, and 
that all the reſt of the Church 'follow'd the ſentiment of Paſchaſus, is a 


groundleſs fancy. Raban ſpeaking of Paſchaſus his party , calls 'em for- paz, nes, 
mally ſome, Quidam, ſays he, nuper de ipſo Sacramento Corporis & Sangui- ep. 33. 


nis Domini non rite ſentientes dixerunt hoc ipſum Corpus & Sanguinem Domi- 
ni quod de Maria Virgine natum eſt, And the anonymous Author which 
Cellat the Jcſuir has cauſed to be Printed expreſſes himſelf in the fame man- 
ner on this ſubject. Some, fays he, ſay that what is received from the Altar 
# the ſame thing as that which was born of the Virgin. Others deny it and 
ſay tis another thing. Paſchaſus himſelf tormally acknowledges, that thoſe 
who were not of his opinion , were not a ſmall number; tor he deſcribes 
them ufider the name of ſeveral or many : deo, ſays he, in hac cana Chriſti 
prolixius elaboravi quam brevitas poſcat trattatoris quia in his myſticis rebus 


plures aliud ſapiunt, 


AS off, ſays Mr. Arnaud, as a difficult myſtery is propoſed, altho believd 
aniverſally by rhe Faithful, in a manner which cauſes a greater application of 
Spirits 
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Spirit, thoſe mens minds which are not ſufficiently humBle, are likely to be dif. 
mayed at it, and to endeavour by their reaſon to find out ways whereby toavoid 
the difficulties which they cannot bear. And thereupon they often ſet upon, the 
. perſon who has propoſed it to'em endeavouring to diſtinguiſÞ him from the reſt 
of the faithful. Even ſometimes theſe ill opinions be already formed. For 
there are found too oft perſons in the very bojom of the Church, who giving too 
great liberty to their theughts and refiections, conceive ideas of myſteries dif- 
ferent enough from thoſe which the other faithful haze of 'em , in turning to 
their ſenſe moſt of the common expreſſions. And hence it happens, that if any 
one elſe in follcewing the common not1ons uſes any term which they alſo cannot 
reduce to their particular ſenſe, they charge this perſon with boldneſs and raſh. 
neſs. And this is properly what we have reaſon to believe hapned in Paſchatus 
his time. 


DOES Mr. Arnaud think to eſcape by theſe circuits and artifices: A 
difficult myſtery, ſays he, believed wniverſally by the Faithful is propuſed in 
ſuch a manuer as makes people apply themſelves the more to it, Docs he pre- 
rend Paſchaſus had ſaid any thing which is new in his Book concerning the 
Real Preſence to make men conſider more that point , ſuppoſing it beiiey'd 
univerſally by the Faithtul z Does Paſchaſus examin the conlequences of 
it, or exagyerate the miraculouſneſs of it, or offer ſeveral objections on the 
contrary ? He does nothing of all this. Burt only ſays 'tis the ſame Fleſh of 
Chriſt which was born of the Virgin and roſe again: That the ſubſtance of 
Bread is converted into the true Body of Jeſus Chriſt, altho the colour and 
ſavour of Bread remains : pO the tubſtance of Chriſts Body enters into 
our fleſh. Now this is wt all the Faithful univerſally believed and held 
diſtin&ly according to Mr. Arnaud. As all Chriſtians believe the myſteries, ſaid 
he, three pages betore , ſo they likewiſe all believ'd the Euchariſt in Paſchaſus 
his time in the ſame manner as we believe it, They all then believ'd that 'ris 
the ſame ſubſtance of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , which he aſſum'd of the 
Virgin, and which is now in Heaven , and that the ſubſtance of the Bread 
is converted intoit; yet Without any change either in the taſt, or colour of 
the Bread. What has Paſchaſus done to make 'em more mind it? 7hoſe 
mens minds, adds Mr. Arnaud, which are not ſufficiently humble are apt to 
ſtartle, and endeavour by their reaſon to find out ways whereby to ſhun the 
difficulties which they cannot bear. Whence ſhould this ſtartling come, ſup. 
poſing they believed of the Euchariſt what is commonly believed at *this 
day of itin the Church of Reme 2 Did they never hear ſay before that they 
received in the Communion the proper ſubſtance of the Fleſh of Jeſus 
Chriſt, born of the Virgin , dead and buried , nor that the ſubſtance of 
Bread-1is converted into this ſubſtance 2 It *'twere a novelty, . as to them, 
they did not then believe Tranſubſtantiation , nor the Real Preſence ; for 
tis preciſely in theſe ideas wherein theſe DcQtrins do conliſt ; and it it be 
this particular manner of propoſing the myſtery which aftrights them , it 
muſt be neceſſarily acknowledg'd either that they- were ſtrangers to theſe 
ideas before, or rhat they had = till that time very ſtupid and drowſle, 
ſeeing they felt notrhe leaſt trouble about it , altho they had 'em always 
before their eyes; whereas now a ſimple propoſal of the ſame things, with. 
out any objection, without exaggeration, afirights, and conſtrains them to 
find out by their reaſon ways whereby ravoid the difficulties which they 
cannot bear. And then they commonly ſet upon him who propoſed it to'em, Cn 
deavouring to diſtinguiſh him from the reſt of the faithful. Which is to ſay,that 
they then loſe their ſenſes. For 'tis mere madneſs to ſet particularly upon 
Faſchaſus 
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Paſchaſus, who only propoled to 'em in a manner the moſt ſimple imagin- 

able, if we will believe Mr. Arnaud, without either Preface , ſays he, arti- 

ficial method, or diſguiſe, what the whole Church believ'd ,. and what they 

believe themſclves, Even ſometimes theſe ill opinions are already formed. 

Here Mr. Arnaud acknowledges one part of the truth. For the truth is, 
chat ti:eſe people here mention'd never heard of the novelties of Paſchaſus. 
They knew only that the Euchariſt was the Body of Jeſus Chriſt in Figure, 
in Sacrament, and in Virtue, as they themſelves explain'd their ſenſe abour 
ic; and this was the true cauſe of their aſtoniſhment, and the only reaſon 
for which they accus'd Paſckaſus of Enthuſiaſms and Viſions. Bur let Mr, 

Arnaud cxplain, it he pleaſes, in what manner according to him theſe per- 
ſons lived in rhe Communion of the Church. They turrn'd to their own 
ſenſe, ſays he, moſt of the common expreſſions, How happens it Mr. Arnaud, 
who bur the laſt moment could not ſufter me ro fay Paſchaſus abuſed an ex- 
preſſion of rhe Church, and turn'd ito another ſenſe , now comprehended 
well enough, that this whole Party turn'd ro their ſenſe moſt of the com- 
mon exprefſions ? He that told us that Paſcha/us would be a mad man ſhould 
he make uſe of this expreſſion had he known the Church underſtood it in 
another ſenſe , will grant ar preſent that theſe perſons accommodated the 
greateſt part of the Churches expreſſions to their ſenſe , without troubling 
*<mlelves with the ſenſe wherein the Church underſtood them 2 Mr. Ar- 
waud's Argument is like Ariſtotle's prima materia, capable of any form at 
_ divers times. Does his intereſt require the Churches expreſſions to be abu- 
ſed> This may bedone, there are reaſons for it. Does the fame intereſt re- 
quire that it be a ſenſleſs thing ro abuſe 'em : This cannot be, and the rea- 
ſons on the contrary are not wanting. For in fine, cither theſe people were 
ignorant of the true ſenſe in which che Church underſtood theſe expreſli- 
ons, or they were not. If they were ignorant of it, Paſchaſus might be as 
well ignorant of it asthey. It rhey were not ignorant of it, and yet abu. 
ſedit, Paſchaſus might as well do rhe fame, contrary to his own knowledg. 
They turn'd to their ſenſe moſt of the uſual expreſſions. It ſeems that Mr. 
Arnaud by this ſuppoſes there were ſome of theſe expreſſions which mighr 
be turn'd by them. Yer he adds; And hence it happens that if any other 
perſon in foll-wing the ordinary netions makes uſe of - any terms which they 
cannot in the ſame manner reduce to their particular ſenſe , they charge this 
perſon with raſhneſs. This diſcourſe thus couch'd has no coherence ,. for if 
amoneſt the ordinary expreſſions there remain'd ſtill ſome of 'em , which 
they could nor reduce to their ſenſe, why muſt they ſer upon Paſchaſus in 
particular, who notonly follow'd the ſenſe of the Church, bur alſo her ex. 
preſſions, to wit, thoſe which were too plain and tull ro be peryerted 2 
Why muſt he then be iccuſed of raſhnels? "Tis evident Mr. Arnaud ſtood 
upon Thorns, when he wrote this Anſwer, A reaſon muſt be given why 


theſe perſong before us reprehended Paſchaſus in particular, and accuſed hint 


of being a raſh perſon. Nowthere cannot be naturally any other bur this, 
Thar Paſchaſus had propoled anew Doctrin in the Church which was never 
before heard of; having aſſerted the Euchariſt to be the ſame Fleſh of Jeſus 
Chriſt born of the Virgin, dead and riſen again, Mr. Arnaud to avoid 
the-making of this Confeſſion, ſuppoſes there were a party in the Church 
that did not believe the Real Preſence; he will have theſe perſons turn to 
their ſenſe the common expreſſions ; bur not being ablerodo the fame with 
that of Paſchaſus, this was the reaſon why hey tupon him in partigular, 
and accuſed him of raſhnels. To make this an{wer.paſs currant, it muſt be 
neceſſarily ſuppoſed thar the expreſſions - eraſes were peculiarly of this 
| nature, 
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nature, thar they could not be rurn'd to the ſenſe of theſe people, and thar 
this was their particular charafter which diſtinguiſh'd them from all the 
common expreſſions, fora reaſon muſt be tound why they ſet particularly 
upon Paſchaſus as araſh perſon, and this reaſon muſt be ſomething that-wag 
ſingular in Paſchaſus, But to acknowledg this frankly and clearly Mr. 4r- 
naud muſt engage himſelt in terrible ill convenizncies , for this would be an 
acknowledging there was not any thing in the common expreſſions of the 
Churchat that time which was expreſly for the Real Preſence, and which 
might not be turn'd to another ſenſe; which is to ſay, thar all rhe common 
expreſſions were general, equivocal, and ambiguous. By this means he 
would have expoled himſelf ro abundance of queſtions, as amoneſt others 
to theſe, Whence Paſchaſus could know the Church beliey'd the Real Pre- 
ſence, ſeeing all her expreſſions were capable of another ſenſe. Whence he 
knew the Church underſtood theſe expreſſions in one ſenſe rather than in 
another, ſecing ſhe never expreſs'd her ſelf abour 'em in a clear and incapa- 
ble manner of being perverted. Who has given liberty ro Paſchaſus to de- 
termin what the Church did nor derermin, and t' expreſs in particular terms 
whar the Church only expreſs'd in general ones? Mr. Arnaud who plainly 
foreſaw theſe inconveniencies, has thought beſt ro expeſs himlelf in an znig- 
matical manner, as thoſe generally do who on one hand are urged by the 
forceof rruth and ſequel of their own arguing, but who on the other are 
retain'd by the fear of ſaying roo much. 7hey youne, ſays he, to their ſenſe 
moſt of the common expreſſions, And hence it happens, that if any body elſe 
in following the common notions, makes uſe of any term which they cannot in the 
fame manner reduce to their particular ſenſe, they accuſe this perſon of raſh 
neſs. This is exattly what we have reaſon to believe hapned in Paſchaſus hi 
time. Hete's exaftly the deſcription of a man that flies, bur tears to be ta- 
ken in flying, and therefore provides for himſelf another evaſion againſt all 


occaſions. 


M Y third proof is taken from Paſchaſus his propoſing his Opinion in 


the manner of a paradox which muſt raviſh che world with admiration. 


15h. de cory. Altho theſe things, ſays he, have the figure of Bread and Wine, yet muſt we 
& Sang. Don. believe that they are nothing elſe after Conſecration than the Fleſh and Blood 


of Jeſus Chriſt, And therefore the truth it ſelf ſaid. to his Diſciples , This 
as my Fleſh for the life of the world. And to explain my ſelf in a more won- 
derful manner. Et nt mirabilins loquar, 'tis entirely nothing elſe but the Fleſh 
which was born of the Virgin and ſuffered on the Croſs , and is riſen from the 
Sepulchre, Theſe terms at mirabilius loquar , are the expreſſion of one 
that pretends to ſay ſomething extraordinary and ſurprizing. 


Mr. ARNAUD anſwers, That all Miracles are not Paradoxes : I grant 


Book.8, ch. 10. . "gas ! + 4x WA 
it, and therefore they arc nor all expreſs'd in this manner , # mirabilins 
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loquar. Did $.Chryſoſtom, adds he, offer a Paradox when he broke forth 
into this expreſſion concerning the Euchariſt , O wonderful ! he that is at the 
right hand of God is between the hands of the Prieſts ? 1 anſwer, that in et+ 
feCt this diſcourſe of Chryſo/tom is a true Paradox, a Paradox of an Orator, 
which ſeems at firſt to contradi& common ſenſe, altho that in effeCt being 
rightly underſtood it does not ; but that of Paſchaſ#s is a falſe Paradox, 
becauſe it oppoſed in effect and at bottom not only common ſenſe, bur like- 
wiſe guth. As to what retains, I know not why Mr. Arnaud will have 
theſe terms tranſlated, ut mirabilins loquar , by theſe. The better to ex- 
plain ro you this marvail. The Rules of Grammar muſt be changed to 


fayour 
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favour this Tranſlation, at mirabilivs loquar, naturally ſignifies, to ſpeak, 
or explain my ſelf in a'more admirable manner, or at moſt, to ſay ſomething, 
more admirable, whichis to ſay, that the expreſſion which he was going to 
uſe, or the thing it ſelf which he was abour to ſpeak , was extraordinary 
and ſurprizing. Now this ſhews he acknowledg'd ar leaſt that his expreſ- 


fions or conceptrons were new, whence 'tis not difficalr ro conje&ure that 
his DoCtrin was as new as lis expreſſions, 


WE may make another conjecture from his ſubmitting his DoQrin to 
the judgment of Frudegard, and intreating him to ſee whar is reprehenſible 
init. Hetells himhe ſends to him his Commentary on rhe 26. of S. Mat- 
thew, and adds, Vt ex ipſo conftderare yueas, quid intelligibilius credendum 
fit, wel quid in me reprehendendum cam charitate, To the end that you may 
know what is mort rationally to be believed, or what there is in me that ma 
be charitably blamed. Mr. Arnaud is miſtaken if he believes I ground m 
conjecture in general on this deference of humility which Paſchaſus had for 
Frudegard, We know that wiſe Authors are wont ro acknowledg them- 
ſelves hiable to miſtakes, and ſubmit themſelves to the cenfures of their 
friends. *Tis not this. Here is ſomething more particular which 1 de- 
fire may be conſidered. Paſchaſas declares in his Letter that he was cen- 
fured tor teaching rhe Real Preſence, and taking the words of our Lord in 
a wrong fcnſe. Even Frattegard himſelf propoſes to him an objeCtion againſt 
his Do&trin, he detcnds himſelf the beft he can , he defires Frudegard to 
read his Book over often, he ſends to him his Commentary on S. Matthew, 
wherein he rreats of the ſame thing, and leaves Frudegard to the liberty of 
his judgment, to fee what may be more rationally beliey'd, or what may be 
charitably reprehended in him, Quid intelligibilius credendum fit, wel quid 
in me reprehendendum cum charitate, Who 1ees not the queſtion is only of 
the Real Preſence, and that whar he ſubmits to the judgment of Frudegard 
is to know which is moſt reaſonable , cicher to believe it , or not to belieye 
it; to know whether it be, or be not worthy of reprehenſion to have of- 
fer'd it, But who does not likewiſe ſee rhar this cannor be the language of 
a man that taught nothing but what the Church then believed ; for people 
do not thus ſubmit the Faith of the whole Church, and ſuch a clear, certain, 
and undeniable Faith, as Mr. Arnaud ſuppoſes this was, to the judgment of 
a particular perſon, leaving him at liberty to take that part which he finds 
moſt reaſonable, and that of reprehending him , that is to fay of cenſuring by 
him, provided he does it with charity. 


Mr. ARNA7D reckons for my 6th. proof this, That Paſchaſus does page 869, 
never vaunt this his Doftrin was formally that of the whole Church. Thisre- 
mark conſiſts in a fact which we have already diſcuſs'd, and found to be 
true; Inced only add, that if ever man was oblig'd loudly to offer, and 
without heſitation, the formal conſent of the Church of his time, and to 
proteſt lie had faid nothing but what all the Biſhops, and Religious of his 
time ſpake in conformity with him, and whar all rhe Faithful made profeſſ- 

ol to believe with him, 'twas Paſchaſus. He was ſer upon in particular, he 
was reprehended for illexpounding the words of Chriſt , his DoCtrin was 
— by a contrary Dodrin , he was accufed for being a taſh perſon, a 
iftonary. Now how could he after all this negle&t the ſhelCring himſelf 
from all theſe inſultings, and making 'enq. return with confuſion upon his 
Adverſarics by ſaying clearly that all the faithful people in the Church ar that 
rime, whether Paſtors or others ſpake no — e than he did, and _ 
F 2 1s 
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his Adverſaries were faln into the utmoſt exceſs of impudence ? But in- 
ſtead of this he has recourſe to ſome paſlages which he peryerts as well as 
he can to his ſenſe, and ro a claule of the Liturgy, wherein there is Corpus 


Chriſts. 


PASCHASUS furniſhes us likewiſe with another conjeCture from 

the manner in which he explains his ſentiments on this ſubje& of the 
Euchariſt. For he keeps as. much as he can the Sacramental expreſſi- 
ons, endeavouring to accommodate them to his ſenſe , and proceeds 
ſometimes ſo far that he ſeems to conſerve the ſubſtance of Bread ; which 
appears by ſeveral paſlages which I remark'd in my anſwer to the Perpe- 
turty, and which is not neceſſary to repeat here. Mr. Arnaud anſwers, That 
th: only concluſron which reaſon draws from hence is , that theſe Sacramental 
expreſſions do perfettly agree with the Faith of the Real Preſence. Bur if 
they do agree tis by conſtraint, and in dying violence to the nature and 
ſignification of the terms. When Paſchaſus lays for example, Jn pane & 
wvino fie ulla decoloratione ſubſtancig hoc myſterium interius vi & poteſtate 
divina peragitur. What violence muſt not be offered theſe terms to accom- 
modate them to the change of the ſubſtance of Bread 2 For to fay that the 
ſubſtance of Bread loſes not his colour, is an expreſſion which naturally in- 
cludes this ſenſe, that the ſubſtance remains with its colour. What violence 
muſt not be offered tlieſe other terms. Caro & Sanguis per Spiritum San- 
Aum conſecratur, alioqui mihi nec caro eſt nec ſangyuis eſt , ſed judicium quod 
percipio, quia fine donante ſpiritu nullum male preſumentibus donuſp ex Deo 
preſtatur. What violence I ſay muſt not be offered them to accommodate 
'emto the ſenſe of Tranſubſtantiation ? For naturally theſe terms ſignifie, 
that "tis the Holy Spiritdwelling in the Faithful, which makes the Bread 
and Wine beto 'em the Fleſh and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, for which reaſon 
the Wicked who have not the Holy Spirit do not receive this Fleſh and 
Blood. This language then of an.” br ſhews that Paſchaſ#s ſtrove ſtill 
to conſerve the common expreſſions, altho that in effe&t they were contrary 
to him, whence we may cafily conclude that he was an Innoyator. 


A ſeventh proof may be taken from the teſtimonies of Bellarmin and 
Sirmond both Jeſuits, which I have already mention'd in my Anſwer to the 
Perpetuity. , The one ſays that Paſchaſas was the firſt Author that wrote 
ſeriouſly and at large of the truth of the Body and Blood of Chriſt in the Eu- 
chariſt, and the other aſſures us, that he was the firſt that explain'd the true 


ſentiment of the Catholick Church, in ſuch a manner that he has opened the 


way to others, The firſt idea which theſe words preſent us with is, that Faſ- 
chaſus was the firſt Author that propoſed the DoCtrin of the Real Preſence 
clearly, and in plain and preciſe terms ; for this is what is meant by the 
Serio of Bellarmin, and eſpecially the Explicuit of Sirmond. And "twill 
ſignifie nothing to anſwer as Mr. Arza4d does, that theſe paſſages mean on- 
ly that Paſchaſus was the firſt who collefed into one Book what lay ſcattered in 
ſeveral of the Fathers Writings, according as Athanaſius was the firſt who 
wrote expreſly Treatiſes © the Trinity, and $. Cyril the firſt who largely 
wrote of the Incarnation and Unity of perſons in our Lord and Saviour, as S. 
Auguſtin 3s the'firſt who has largely and ſeriouſly treated of Original Sin, and 
that as Paſchaſus had good ſucceſs in this labor, and in effect well collefted the 
true ſentiments of the Fathers, ſo he has been follow'd by all that came after 
him. This anſwer is an illuſion, Yor 'tis far from completely anſwering S27- 


mond's words, Genuinum, ſays he, Ecclefe Catholice ſenſum ita Pw EX- 
| pricutt, 
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plicuit ,. ut viam ceteris aperuit, qui de eodem argumento multa poſtea ſeri- 
pſere. He means nor that Paſchaſus was the firſt who colleted in one Book 
what lay here and there in the Writings of the Fathers, bur chart he firſt ex- 
plain'd the true ſenſe of the Carholick Church, Before him, according to 
Sirmond, this true ſentiment, which is to ſay, the DoCtrin of the Real Pre- 
ſence, for this is what he means, was a contuſed and hidden matter. Paſ- 
chaſws was the firſt who brought ir to light, and he did it in fuch manner 
that he opened the way toall that came after him. Till his rime this way 
lay hid , he found it, firſt entred intoir, and by his example moved others 
to do the ſame, Now this is the honeſteſt contefſion imaginable, that Paſ- 
chaſus was the firſt Author of this Dotrin ; tor in fine this explication of 
the true ſentiment of the Church, and this way, are nothing elſe but the 
Real Preſence, and he was the firſt diſcovererot it. There cannot be any 
ching ſaid like this of S. Athara/tas in reſpect of the Trinity, nor of S. Cy- 
ril in reſpeCt of the Incarnation, nor of S. Augu/tin in reſpe& of Original 
Sin. It, may be indeed faid that they have treated more amply of theſe 
matters than what was done before, that they have more firmly grounded 
them by diſengaging them from the objections of Hereticks 3; bur it can ne- 
yer be ſaid they were the firſt char explain'd the true ſentiment of the Ca- 
tholick Church, for it was explain'd , and diſtintly- known before them. 
The Church worlhip'd betore Azhanafias his time three diſtin& perſons in 
the Godhcad , acknowledged rwo Natures, and one only perſon in Jeſus 
Chriſt before S. Cyri/s time, and S. Auſtin's, and alfo believ'd that all the 
Children of Adam came into the world infe&ted with his corruption, 


THESE arethe ſeven proofs of Paſchaſus his Innovation , which Mr. 
Arnaud has cited from me, and which he has eadcavoured to anſwer. Bur, 
beſides theſe, there are alſo ſome others which he has paſt over in ſilence, and 
of which 'twil! not be amiſs to put him in mind. 1 draw then an eighth 
from the teſtimony of Berenger, which makes Paſchaſus preciſely as we do, 
the Author of the Opinion which aſſerts the real convertion of the ſubſtan- - | 
ces of Bread and Wine, Senteatia, ſays he , imo vecordia vulgi,” Paſchaſi 4944 Lanjrane. 
ey" ; | . ” lib. de Corp. & 
atque Lanfranci minime ſupereſſe in altari poſt conſecrationem ſubſtantiam $5,zz. yon. 
panis & wini. The opinion, or rather folly of the Valgar, of Paſchaſus and 
Lanfranc, that the ſubſtance of Bread and Wine remains not after the Con- 
ſecration. Lanfrac who cites theſe words, ſays a little atrer, that when the 
Letters of Berenger were read at Rome, *rwas | Am that he exalted John 
Scot and condemned Paſchaſus , intelletto quod Foannem Scotum extolleres 
Paſchaſium damaares. This moreover appears by Berenger's Letter to Ri- 
chard , injuſtiſſime damnarum Scotum Teannem , injuſtifſime nihilo minus aſſer- 
tum Paſchaſuum in Concilio Vercellenſji. And his Letter to Aſcelin , Tow are, Tom 2.Syic. in 
lays he, of a contrary ofyggion to all the laws of Nature , contrary to the Go- _—_— 
Jpel, contrary to rhe ſentiment of the Apoſtle, if you are of Paſchaſus his opi- Luc. D' Altey. 
nion in what he ALONE has fancied or forged in his imagination , that the 
ſubſtance of Bread does no more ſubfiſt in the Sacrament of our Lords Body. 
Sapis contra omnes nature rationes , contra Evangelicam © Apoſtolicam ſen- 
tentiam, f1 cum Paſchaſio ſapis, in eo quod SOLUS fibi confingit Sacramento 
Dominici Corporis decedere panis omnino ſubſtantiam. Now on one hand 
this ſhews Mr. Arnazd's injuſtice, which atrribures to the modern Mini- 
{ters th' invention of this Hiſtory which makes Paſchaſus the firſt Author 
of the opinion of the Real Preſence; and on the other this gives a great 
preſumption that what the Miniſters ſay rouching Paſchaſas is true , ſeeing 


inthe 11th, Century when the Diſpute about the Euchariſt grew hot , peo- 
ple 
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ple ſaid the ſame thin then we do now. We-ſee Paſchaſ#s in the gth. 
Century charg'd with Enthuſiatms and Viſions; in the 11th. reſpe&ed as 
the Father of Tranſubſtantiation, as hethar drew it only from his own fan- 
cy, theſe two matters of fat are moreover confirm'd by I know not how 


. many other conſiderable matters hereunto relating. And Mr. Arnaud comes 


telling us confidently , that he marvails we ſhould dare ſtill attribute this 
Innovation to Paſchaſus, and that our proofs are mere ſophiſms and conje- 
Aures not worth the minding. 


THE anonymous Author which Cello? the Jeſuit has publiſh'd furniſhes 
us with a 9th. proof in his way of defending Paſchaſus. For having ſaid, 
That ſome aſſertwhat we receeive from the Altar is the ſame as that which is 
born of the V. irgin, and that others deny it, and ſay that tis another thing, he 
addsa littleatter. Now for thoſe which ſay *tis the ſame thing as that which 
was born of the Virgin, or ſay 'tis another thing , we ſhall relate the ſeveral 
pines of the Holy Fathers which do indeed appear to, be different , but yet 

e ſatisfattory enough were they fully underſtoood with diſcretion. Now I ſpeak 
of Paſchaſus Ratbert, 44bot of Corby, who whether he was required, or pro- 
voked, for "tis uncertainwhich, has wrote on this matter a Book of about an 
hundred Chapters, which he has fil'd with ſeveral Authorities of the Fathers, 
and under the name of 8. Ambroſe has therein eſtabliſh'd that what we re- 
cetve from the Altar is entirely the ſame Fleſh which was born of the Virgin, 
ſuffered on the Croſs, riſen from the Sepulchre, and i at this day offered for 
the life of the world, Raban in his Epiſtle to the Abbot Egilon, and one Ra- 
tram in a Book dedicated to King Charles, argue ſufficiently againſt him, ſay- 
ing, that "tis not this ſame Fleſh ; which they prove by the teſtimony of S. Hie- 
rom, which ſays, that the Body of Jeſus Chriſt may he ſaid to be in two man- 
aers, aud by the Authority of S. Auguſtin, which ſays, that this term may be 
taken three ways. And becauſe they maintain that in $. Ambroſc's Books we 
do not find it exatlly thus, we ſhall relate not only the paſſage of S. Ambroſe 
without any alteration, but alſo thoſe of $. Auguſtin, $. Hierom, and others 
in the manner we found 'em, to the. end that having conſidered them uit may 
appear to thoſe to whom it ſhall pleaſe God to reveal it , that theſe great men 
did not differ one from another in opinion, and that in the Catholick Church 
we muſt all have the ſame mind without the leaſt Schiſm. Hitherto we do 
not find that this defender of Paſchaſus has recourſe to the publick Belief 
of the Church of his time, or proteſts that Paſchaſus has offered nothing 
but what all Chriſtians did generally agree to, except ſome ſmall number of 
troubleſom Diſputers, who denied in ſecret what they dared not contraditt in 
publick, as Mr. Arnaud ſpeaks. . We find on the contrary that he denotes 
thoſe which held the Doctrin of Paſchaſus under the name of ſome, and the 
oppoſite party under the name of others. Dicentibus quibuſdam idem eſſe 
quod ſumitur de altari, quod & illud quod natum eft ex Virgine, alits autem 
negantibus. This is not the language of one who was perſuaded the whole 
Church ſpake like Paſchaſus. But this will ſtill further appear if we conſider 
what this ſame Author adds afterwards , tor having alledged ſome paſſages 
of the Fathers which he believ'd favour'd Paſchaſus, Hat ideo, ſays he, po- 
fita ſunt ſi forte per ea ſimplicitas Paſchaſi Ratberti poſſit excuſari , unde ma= 
xime ab obloquentibus Rabano & Ratramno ſugillari videtur, quia dixerat ean- 
dem efſe carnem que de Altari ſumitur & de virgine generatur , & que quo- 
ridie adhuc pro mundi ſalute immolatur. I have brought theſe paſſages to ſee 
whether one could not excuſe the ſimplicity of Paſchalus Ratberr , eſpectally 
in reſped of that particular for which heis blamed by his Adverſaries, Raban 
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and Ratram, for ſaying that what we receive from the Altar is the ſame Fleſh 
which was born of the Virgin, and is ſtill every day immolated for the ſalva- 
tion of the world. Now let any man ſeriouſly tell me , whether people are 
. wont to defend after this manner one who has the whole Church on his 
ſide, excepting ſome troubleſom raſh Diſputers 2 Þ ſuch a ones ſimplicity 
endeavoured to be excuſed by any body 2 Do we fay in ſuch a caſe, if per- 
haps it may be excuſable £ Do people place on one hand irreconcilable Ad- 
verſaries who defame him, and on the other ſimple excuſes, and excuſes 
offered in a teartul and doubrful manner, $i forte fimplicitas Paſchaſii poſſit 
excaſari 2 Ler Mr. Arnaud ſay what he pleaſes, the diſcourſe of rhis anony- 
mous Author offers ſuch an idea of the Adverfaries of Paſchaſus as of per- 
Jons thar delivered themſelves openly in the Church, who had then adyan- 
rage over Paſchaſus , even to the detaming him for reaching the Real Pre- 
ſence, and turniſhes us ar the fame time with the idea of Paſchaſas , as of 
4 man who muſt be excuſed upon the account of his ſimplicity, bur yer his 
expreſſions may be defended by fome paſſages of the Fathers. Now theſe 
ewo idcas plainly enough ſhew that Paſchaſus wasan Innovator. 


THERE are other proofs in my Anſwer to the Perpetuity which I do 
not think neceſſary ro repear here, having nothing more to add ro 'em. We 
will paſs then ro Authors who were Contemporaries with Paſchaſus , ro 
know of them wherher they raughr the ſame Do&trin as he did. 


—_— 
OC — 


CHAP. Xx. 


Of Authors in the Ninth Century , Walafridus, Strabo, Florus, 
Remy of Auxerre, Chſtriian Drutmar. 


E may now lay (I hope( with ſome kind of confidence, notwith- 
\/ V ſtanding Mr. Arnaud's infultings, that Paſchaſ#s was an Inno- 
yator. This is a truth ſufficiently clear'd by whatT have al 
ready done in the two preceding Chapters. But to make this (if poſſible) 
more plain, we muſt make ſome few reflections on the Authors which were 
of the ſame Cenrury as Paſchaſus, beſides what I already faid of 'em in my 
Anſwer to the Perpetuity. For if it appears that theſe Authors have not 
held the ſame language as he did ; it ir appears on the contrary that they 
have expreſs'd themſelves on the Euchariſt quite otherwiſe than he has done; 
if one party of 'em have tormally declared themſelves againſt his Doin, 
I ce no reaſon why any man ſhould ſtill obſtinately maintain rhar Paſchaſws 
has ſaid or wrote nothing but what the Church of his time believed and 
caught with him. 


FIRST 'cis certain we ſhall not find the Authors of rhat Century, al- 
tho they were not inconfiderable for their number , and almoſt all of *em 
wrote ſomething on the Euchariſt, have delivered rhemfelves on fo great a 
ſubje& in the manner Paſchaſus has done, neither in reſpe& of rhe ſenſe, nor 
rerms. Lerany man ſhew us for example they have afferted that the fab. 
ſtance of the Bread is converted into the Body of Feſus Chriſt, in ſuch a- man- 
ner that it does not any longer remain, akho-cheſfayour and colour till re- 

main ; 
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main, or taught that the ſubſtance of the Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt enters into our 
Body, that what we receive trom the Altar is nothing elſe but the ſame Fleſh 
. which was born of the Virgin, _ died and was baried, and that 'tis this 
Fleſh in propriety of nature ; or have ſaid that this Fleſh of the word pul. 
lule (this is the expreſſion Paſchaſas uſes) which is to ſay, thar it multiplies 
it ſelf, and that this multiplication is made in the Sacrament, and yet the 
ſame Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt , and that yer he remains wholly entire. Let 
any one ſhew us any thing like this in theſe Authors. Mr. Arnaud ought 
ro have employed himſelt in this, inſtead of expatiating as he has done up- 
on vain arguments. Twenty whole Chapters will not 1o well ſarisfie ra- 
rional Ke an as twelve clcar paſſages our of Authors of the gtrh. Centu. 
ry, did they containthe ſame Doctrin which Paſchaſus has ſer down in his 
Writings ; tor this would ſhew the contormiry there was between him and 
his Contemporaries, and at the fame time diſcharge him from the accuſarti- 
onot novelty, which welay again{t him. But there is no danger of Mr. 
Arnaud's taking upon him this task, becauſe he knows *tis impoſlible to ac- 
quit himſelt well of it. 0 | 


IN the ſecond place'tis certain theſe Authors have not only not ſpoke 
of the Euchariſt as Paſchaſus has done, bur on the contrary , have ſpoke of 
it ina very different manner from his: whence we may eaſily collect that 
his Do&trin agreed,in no fort with theirs. I ſhall begin with Walafrides 
Strabo, whoſe words may be ſeen more ar length in my anſwer to the Per- 


Anſwer to the Pet urty, We ſhall find him thus ſpeaking, 1 hat Jeſus Chriſt has eſtabliſh'd 


the Sacraments of his Body and Blood in the ſubſtance of Bread and Wine. 
That our Saviour has choſen the Bread and IWire, to wit, the ſame ſpecies 
which Melchiſecec offered, to be the myſtery of his Body and Bloed : That in- 
ſtead of this great diuerſity of Sacrifices which were in uſe under the Law, the 
Faithful muſt be contented with the ſimple Ollation of Bread and Wine. , Mr. 
Arnaud may talk as long as he pleaſes , that theſe are expreſſions which do 
naturally link themſelves with rhe bclief of the Real Preſence. Which is what 
we deny him. Theſe expreſſions do naturally —_ nothing elſe, but 
that the Sacrament is real Bread and real Wine, and if any uſe theſe kind of 
expreſſions in the Church of Rome, they do it merely by conſtraint to ac- 
commodate themfelyes in ſome ſort to the expreſſions of the Ancients. Mr. 
Arnaud again tells us that Walafridus ſays, That the myſteries be really the 
Body and Blood of our Lord. But we have alrcady ſeveral times told him 
that Walafridus explains himlelt in the ſame place, and refers this really to 
the virtue, not the ſubſtance of Chriſts Body, which alſo appears from the 
title of his Chapter, which is, De virtute Sacramentorum. 


FLORVUS, an Author of the fame Century, who has wrote a kind of 
Commentary on the Liturgy, fays, That the Ollation altha taken from tbe 
fimple truits of the Earth is made to the Faithful, fidelibus , the Body and 
Blood of the only Son of God. After which, borrowing the words of S. Au- 
guſtin, he ſays, That the Conſecration makes us this Body and this myſtical 
Blood... And the better to explicate whar he means by-rhis Body and this 
myſtical Blood,  headds, 7hat the Creature of Bread is made the Sacrament 
of the Fleſhand Blood of Feſus Chriſt, that "tu eaten Sacramentaily , that 1t 
remains wholly entire in Heaven, and is ſo in our hearts. And again a little 
further, Hhatſoever is done in this Oblation of the Body and Blood of our 
Lord is a myſtery. We ſee therein one thing, and underſtand another ; what 


we ſee has a corporal ſpecies, 'what we underſtand has a ſpiritual fruit, ates 
| 1C 
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he ſays of this myſlical Body and Bloo4 which” he explains afterwards by 
the Sacrament of the Flelh and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, in referring to this 
alone rhe etfe&t of rhe Conſecration ſufficiently denotes he had not in his 
view either change 6t ſubſtance , or any Real Preſence. The oppoſition 
likewiſe which he makes of Jeſus Chriſt eaten in parts in the Sacrament, to 
himſelf who remains entire in Heaven , and who enters entire into: our 
hearts does no leſs denote it; tor to what purpoſe is this diſtin&ion? Tf 
our Saviour Chriſt be really in the Sacrament, is he nor eaten entirein the 
ſame manner in our hearts, and wholly entire in Heaven 2 The former 
words, that whatſoever is done in the Euchariſt is a myſtery wherein we ſar 
one thing, and underſtand another, teſtifie the ſame thing; for what is this 
thing which we ſee, but the Bread and Wine, and what. is this oz:her which 
we underſtand but the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, which are the ob- 
jet of our underſtanding 2 He explains himſelf immediately afterwards, 
The myſtery, fays he, of our Redemption was Wine , according to what our 
Saviour himſelf ſays. I will drink no more of this fruit of the Vine. And 
apain, Our Lord recommends to us this myſtery, ſaying, Do this in remem- 
brance of me, which the Apoſtle explaining, ſays, As often as yee eat of this 
Bread, and drink of this Cup, yee ſhew forth the Lords Death till he comes; 
T he Oblation then of this Bread, and this Cup is the Commemoration, and an- 
nunciation of the Death of Jeſus Chriſt. That which is moſt conſiderable is * 
his making this Commentary on the very wordsof the Conſecration, with- 
out adjoyning a word cither of the converſion of ſubſtances, or ſubſtanrial 
Preſence of the Body and Blood of our Lord. 


Mr. ARN AT D, who oft loſes his time in vain conteſts , leaves all 
theſe principal paſſages which I come now from relating , and ſets himſelf 
only againſt the tranſlation of theſe worc's', Oblatio quamvis de fimplicibus 
terre frugibus ſumpta, divine benediftionis ineffabilt JH eficitur fide- 
libus Corpus & Sangais. 1 ſaid that this fidelibus muſt be rendred, zo the 
Faithful, and not for the Faithful; and tor this I alledged ſome reaſons. 7 his 
is a thing, ſays Mr. Arnaud, which IT could willingly grant him, did he ak 
it with a better meen : for either tranſlation is indifferent to me, But ſeeing 
he's reſolv'd to carry it away by force, 1 think I'moblig'd to tell him that he 
is unjuſt. So that here Mr. Arnaud has a quarrel with me for my carriage. 


Si natura negat facit indignatio verſum. 


Truly I'm ſorry I cannot make my ſelf agreeable to him, I do whatI can, as 
much as reaſon and truth will permit; but there are ſome perſons ſo unhap- 
py that rhey*cannor give content do what they can. 


I amto Mr. Arnaud, what Sabidus was to Martial. I cannot _ it. But 
had he been pleaſed to take his eyes oft my perſon, and conſidered the rea- 
ſon, he had ſeen, that theſe two tranſlations are nor in effett indifterent, be- 
cauſe that which ſays, for the Faithful, ſeems ſimply to denote that the Eu- 
chariſt is naturally deſign'd for the uſe of the Faithful, and nor for that of 
the wicked ; whereas the other denores thar 'tis the Body and Blood of Je- 
ſus Chriſt, only ro the Faithful, and nor to the, wicked ; which is wholly 
different. Secondly. That that which ſays, ts the Faithful , is more con- 
formable to the Rules of Grammar, according to which commonly, #del:- 
bus ſignifies, to the Faithful, and pro fidelibus , for the Faithful. Thirdly, 
That the ſequel of Florns his diſcourſe denotes his ſenſe to be that the Eu- 
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; chariſt isnot the Body and Blood of Jeius Chriſt, bur only to the Faithſu], 


becauſc he immediately adds, that as we cat Jcſus Chriſt by picces in the Sa- 
crament, he is wholly entire in our heart, Which can only retpect the baichful 
to the excluſion of the wicked ; and becaulc he lays, that we fee in the 
Sacrament one thing , and underſtand by it another which has a ſpiritual 
fruit, which moreover appertains only co the Faithtul. What he alledges 
from Remy of Auxerre, who explains this claule, Zr nobu Corpus © Sargyis 
fiat dileflifiimi jilis tui, by theſe words , id ejt ad noſtram ſaluter fiat Cor. 
pus & Sanguis, is invalid, becauſe we may tcll him, rhat had Floris de. 
ſign'd to ſay the fame thing as Remus, he would have cxplain'd himſelf like 
to Remus; Which he has not done ; beſides that the explication of Remyg is 
not contrary to that of Flores : tor it does not follow trom the Sacraments 
being made the Body of Jeſus Chriſt tor our Salvation, that ic be made his 
Body and Blood to the Wicked. All the difference there is between theſe 
two Expoſitions is, that that of Floras is more clear and cxprels than the 
other. Wecan conclude very clearly from that ot Florus that the Eucharitt 
is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt only rothe Faithful, bur not ro the wicked, bur 
one cannor draw this conſequence from that of Remus, ncithcr can one drayy 
a contrary one. 


THIS concluſion which I draw from the paſſage of Floras offends Mr. 


Book 8. "Y 7. Arnaud ; By the like argumeut, lays he, be will prove that Paſchaſus did 


P. 822., 


Lib. de Corp. 
& Sang. Don. 


cap. 6, 


not believe the Real Preſence, for this Author ſays as well as Florus that Je- 
ſus Chriſt grants us by his grace , that the Euchariſt be to us his Body and 
Blood. He will prove, adds he, 7 hat all the Catholick Prieſts do no more 
believe Tranſabſlantiation, ſeeing they ſay this Prayer, in the Canon of the 
Maſs. Quan Oblationem tu Deus in omnibus guaſumus adſcriptam, ratam; r4- 
tionabilem, acceptabilemque : facere digneris , ut nobis Corpus & Sanguis fiat 
dileftiſimi tui filii Domini noſtri Jeſu Chriſti. 1 anſwer there is a great dcal of 
difference between Florus and Pa/chaſuss Paſchaſus tormally teaches the 
Do&rin of the Real Preſence and converlion ot ſubſtances. Floras docs not 
do any thing like this. When then we judg of //orus his expreſlion, rea- 
ſon requires us to judg of it according to the ſenſe which it naturally has ; 
but when we judg of that of Paſchaſus, we mult zudg of it according to 
the forced and violent ſenſe which is given to this expreiſion to make it 
agree with Tranſubſtantiation, and the Real Preſence , becauſe it appears 
to us clſewhere that Paſchaſus believed theſe, Doctrins. When Paſchaſus 
ſpeaks of what the Wicked receive in the Euchariſt , he ſpeaks of it in a 
manner ſo intricate and confuſed, that it viſibly appears he affe&ts ro be 
obſcure. Explaining theſe words, Ze that eats my Fleſh, and drinks my Blood 
dwells in me and 1 in bim, he introduces our Saviour ſaying , Ff be dees net 
firſt dwell in me and I in him, he cannot eat my Fleſh nor drink my Blood, And 
what then is it which men do eat : Do not all indifferently take the Sacraments 
of the Altar? They take 'em without doubt, but one eats ſpiritually the Fleſh 
of Jeſus Chriſt, and drinks bis Blood, and the other not , altkho he ſeems to 
rake the morſel from the Prielts hand. And what does he then receive, there 
being but one Conſecration, if he does nor receive the Body and Blood of Jeſus 
Chriſt > Truly becauſe the Wicked receive unworthily, they cat and drink their 
own damnation, acccording to the ſaying of the Apoſtle ; for they do not try 
themſelves before they come, wor diſcern the Lords Body. ind this is what 
theWicked eat and drink. They do not profitably receive the Fleſh and Blood, 
But their own damnation. This plainly appears to be the diſcourſe of a man 


that hides himſelf, and durſt not fay openly the wicked receive the Ry 
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and Blood of Jcſus Chriſt, and ſeems to inſinuate the contrary ; but yer till 
contains himiclt within theſe terms ot ſpzritually and profitably that he 
may ſave himſelf by diſtinctions. Paſchaſus then is not to be offered as- an 
inſtance. As to what Mr. Arnaud alledges out of the Canon of the Maſs, 
I acknowledg it cannot be concluded thence that the Prieſts of the Roman 
Church in our times do nor believe Tranſubſtantiation , becauſe as I have 
already faid, it. clearly appearing elſewhere that they believe it , we muſt 
not judg of the terms ot the Canon according to their natural ſenſe, Bur 
a man may conclude thence that thoſe who ar firſt made this Liturgy, had 
not the ſame belict with thoſe at this day; for they ſpake then naturally, 
and according to the common belict of their Church: Now it is certain that 
on the Principle of Tranſubſtanciation one muſt defire of God not that the: 
Bread be made to us the Body ot his Son, but that it be made the Body of 
his Son abſolutely. Thereis a great deal of difference between theſe two, 
for if the Bread be tranſubſtantiated zt is made the Body of Jeſus Chriſt in 
it ſelf, toall reſpe&ts, and beyond all reſpects; bur it jt be only made to us 
the Body of Jctus Chriſt, it is made fo only in our reſpe&, which istoſay 
that 'tis to us inflcad of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , and communicates the 
virtue and efficacy of it. *Tis in this ſenſe that the Faithful fay in the 84. 
Pſalm, That Gods to'ema Sun ard a Shield. And David in the 119. Pſalm, 
That the Statutes of God have been to him as ſo many mufical ſongs. And in 
the 41. P/alm, according tothe vulgar Tranſlation , Fuerunt mihi lachryme 
panis die ac note. This way of ſpeaking is very uſual amongſt the Latins, 
as appears by theſe examples of Yirgs/, Erit iſta mihi genetrix , eris mihi 
magnus Apollo, erit ille mihi ſemper Deus, Mens ſua cuique Deus, Dextramihi 
Deus. And fo far concerning Floras. 

WE muſt now paſs on to Remy of Auxerre , to whom as Mr. Arnaid Books. ch. 7. 
favs, is attributed not only the Expoſition of the Maſs which goes under his P05 
name, but alſo the Commentary of $. Paul, which others refer to Haymus Bj- 
ſhop. of Alberſtar. They that will rake the pains to examin the Doftrin of 
this Author, not in the declamations of Mr. Arnaud , but in the paſſages 
themſelves, wherein'tis found explain'd , will ſoon find that he held the 
Opinion of Damaſcen and the Greeks, which is the union of the Bread with 
the Divinity, and by the Divinity to the natural Body ot Jeſus Chriſt, and 
that by means of this union, or conjunction, the Bread becomes the Body 
of Jeſus Chriſt, and is made one and the fame Body with him. Which does 
manifeſtly appear by whatT haverelated of .itin my Anſwer to the Perpe- 
tuity. The Fleſh, ſays he, which the Word has taken in the Womb of the Vir- Comment. is 
gin in unity of perſon, and the Bread which is conſecrated in the Church , are * ©": 19+ 
the ſame Body of Chriſt, For as this Fleſh is the Body of Chriſt, fo this Bread 
paſſes to the Body of Chriſt, and theſe are not two Bodies , but one Body, Fer 
_— of the Divinity which was in that Body, fills likewiſe this Bread, 
and the ſame Divinity of the Word which is in them, fills the Body of Chriſt 
which is conſecrated £ the Miniſtry of ſeveral Prieſts throughout the whole 
world, and makes it one only Body of Chriſt. He does not lay as Paſchaſus, 
that 'tis entirely the ſame Fleſh born of the Virgin, dead and riſen, nor thar 
"tis the fame Fleſh, becauſe it pullules, or multiplies: Buthe makes of this 
Fleſh, and Bread, the ſame Body by an unity of-union ; becauſethat the ſame 
Divinity which fills the Fleſh , fills likewiſe this Bread. And elfewhere, 
Altho this Bread be broken in pieces, and Conſecrated all over the world, yet hid in c. rt, 
the Divinity which fills all thmgs, fills it alſo, and makes it become one only 
Bedy of Chriſt Ir lying upon him to give a reaſon why ſeveral parts of the 
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| ſame Bread, and ſeveral loaves conſecrated in divers places were only one 


Body of Jeſus Chriſt, there was nothing more caſie than to fay on the hy. 
potheſis of Tranſubſtantiation that *twas one and the ſame numerical ſub. 
ſtance, exiſting wholly entire under the ſpecies in cach part, and on ey 
Altar where the Conſecration is perform'd. Burt inſtead of this he falls up. 
on enquiries into the reaſon of this unity in the Divinity which fills both all 
the Loaves of the Altars, and all the parts of a Loat. Again in another 
place, As the Divinizy of the Word which fills the whole world is one, ſo al. 
tho this Body be Conſecrated in ſeveral places, and at infinitely different times, 
yet is not this ſeveral Bodies, nor ſeveral Bloods, but one only Body , and one 
only Blood, with that which he took from the Virgin , and which he gave to 
the Apaſtles. For the Divinity fills it , and JOINS it to it ſelf, AND 
MAKES THAT AS IT IS ONE, SO IT BE FOIN'D 70 THE BODT 
OF CHRIST, and is one only Body of Chriſt in truth. To ſay ſtill after this 
that the Doftrin of Remy is not that this Bread is one with the natural Body 
of Jeſus Chriſt, becauſe *tis joyn'd with it,and thar 'tis joyn'd with it, becaule 
one and the fame Divinity fills them, this is methinks for a man to wiltully 
blind himſelf, ſeeing Remus ſays it in ſo many words. He teaches the ſame 
thing a little further inanother place, As the Fleſh of Feſus Chriſt which he took 
of the Virgin is his true Body which was put to death for our Salvation, ſo the 
Bread which Feſus Chriſt gave to his Diſciples, and to all the Eleft, and which 
the Prieſts Conſecrate every day in the Church, with the virtue of the Divini- 
ty which fills it, is the true Body of Feſus Chriſt ; and this Fleſh which he has 
taken, and this Bread are not two Bodies, but make but one only Body of Chriſt. 
We may find the ſame Doctrin in his Commentaries on the 10th. Chapter 
of the Epiſtle to the Zebrews. This Hoſt, fays he, ſpeaking of the Eucha- 
riſt, is one and not many, as were the ancient ones. But how is it one and not 
many, ſeeing 'tis offered both by ſeveral perſons, and in ſeveral places, and at 
ſeveral times. A perſon that had the hypotheſis of Tranſubſtantiation in 
his mind, would not have ſtuck to ſay, that it is in all places and ar all 
times one and the ſame numerical ſubſtance, the ſame Body which pullutes, 
or multiplies itſelf, as Paſchaſus ſpeaks. Whereas Remy betakes himſelf ro 
another courſe without mentioning a word , either of this unity of ſub- 
ſtance, or this pullulation. We muft, ſays he, carefully remark that 'tis the 
Divinity of the Word , which being one, filling all things , and being ever 
where, canſes theſe to be not ſeveral Sacrifices, but one, altho it be offered h 
many ; and is one only Body of Chriſt with that which he took of the Virgin, and 
ot ſeveral Bodies. 


I T cannot be denied bur this Opinion of the unity of the Bread with 
the Body of Jeſus Chriſt by way of conjunftion, and by means of the Di- 
vinity which fills the one and the other , got ſome footing in the Latin 
Church, even ſince Damaſcen's time. We find it in the Book of Divine 
Offices falſly attributed to Alcuinus, almoſt in the ſame terms wherein we 
have ſeen it in Remus; ſs thatit ſeems that one of theſe Authors only co- 
Picd out from the other. As the Divinity of the Word, « 7 this ſuppoſed 
Alcuinus, is one, who fills the whole world, ſo, altho this Body be Conſ ecrated 
in ſeveral places, and at an infinite number of times, yet are not theſe ſeve- 
ral Bodies of Chriſt, nor ſeveral Cups, but one only Body of Chriſt , and one 
only Blood with that which he took of the Virgin , and which he gave to his 
Apoſtles. For the Divinity of the Word fills him who is every where (which is 
to fay, that which is Conſecrated in ſeveral places) and makes, that as it is 
one, it be alſo joyn'dto the Body of Chriſt, and that it be but one only A - 


truth, 
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WE find this ſame opinion in another Book of Divine Offices, which abag 2. 
ſome attribute to Rupert, and others to Walramus , 7 his Body which is ta- "7 %r 
ken from the Altar, and that which is taken from the Virgin , are not ſaid to 


be, nor indeed are, two Bodies, becauſe one and the ſame Word is on high in 
the Fleſh, and. here below in the Bread. 


IT is likewiſe very likely, that in the x xth. Century during the greateſt 
heats of the Diſpute of Laxfranc againſt Rerenger, there were (ns adver- 
ſaries of Berenger who followed this Opinion. Which may be manileſtly 
collected from an argument which Laxfranc attributes ro the Berengarians 
in theſe terms : If the Bread be changed into the true Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt, tnfran. de 
either the Bread muſt be carried to Heaven to be changed there into the Fleſh Corp. & Sang: 
of Chriſt, or the Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt muſt deſtend on the Earth , to the en _ 
that the Bread may be changed intoit, Now neither of theſe is done. This 
Argument neceſſarily ſuppoſes that the Berengarians did ſet themſelves 
againſt perſons,who thought the Bread was changed into the Body of Jeſus 

hriſt by way of union and conjunCtion, or as ſpeaks Damaſcen, by way of 
addition, as the tood is changed into our body. On this Hypotheſis they 
ad ſome reaſon to ſay , thar cither the Body which is above muſt come 
cown here below, orthat the Bread which is here below muſt be carried 
above ; for it does not ſeem immediately that the conjunCtion can be well 
made otherwiſe: But they could not have the leaſt reaſon , or likelihood 
of reaſon to torm this objeCtion againſt the DoCtrin of Tranſubſtanriation 
19 the manacr wherein the Church of Rome underſtands ir. For if the fub- 
ſtance of Brcad be converted into the ſame numerical ſubſtance of the Body 
of Jeius Chritt which is in Heaven, the diſtance, or proximity of this Bread, 
and of this Body, make not this converſion, either more cafie , or more 
difhculr. Tho the Bread here below be carried up into Heaven , tho the 
Body of Jeſus Chriſt which is above in Heaven defcends here below on 
Earth, this contributes nothing tothe making of the one to be converred 
into the other. For the-converfion of one ſubſtance into another', ſpeaks 
quite another rhing than a kind of local motion, as is that of aſcending or 
deſcending. Ir is rhen evident that the opinion which the Berexgarians op- 
poſed was that the Bread is made the Body of Jeſus Chriſt by way of 


union. : | 


WE may moreover jultifie the fame thing by a paſſage of 4ſce/inus,one 
of Berenger's adverſaries ; for obſerve here in what manner he explains his 
ſentiment in his Letter to Berexger himſelf, Negue vero mirari , vel difidere tn wtis # 4- 
debemus Deum facere poſſe ut hoc quod in Altari conſecratur virtute Spiritus n #n vitan 
Santi, & miniſterio Sacerdotis, uniatur corpori illi quod ex Maria Virgine re: hs 
demptor noſter aſſumpſit, quippe utrumque ſubſtantia corporea , utrumgue wviſt- 
bile, ft reminiſcimur nos ipſos ex corporea, & incorporea, ex mortali, & im- 
mortali ſubſtantia eſſe compattos, fi denique firmiter credimus divinam huma 
namgue naturam conveniſſe perſonam. 'Tis neither a matter of admiration, nor 
of doubt for God to make that which js conſecrated on the Altar by virtue of 
the Holy Spirit, and miniftry of the Prieſt to be UNITED TO THIS BODY 
which our Redeemer took of the Virgin. Both one and the other being a cor po- 
real ſubſtance, both one and the other viſible, if we confider that we our ſebves 
are compoſed of a corporeal ſubſtance, *and of another that is incorporeal, of a 
mortal ſubſtance, and of another that is incorporeal, of a mortal ſubſtance, and 
of another that is incorporeal; and if in fine we firmly believe that the two 
natures, the Divine and Humane, are joyn'd together in unity of perſon. 
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P. $28, 


I T is neceſſary to relate theſe paſſages to ſhew the Readers how greatly 
Mr. Arnaud deceives them when he would perſuade 'em that this opinion of 
the conjunction of the Bread with the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , by means of 
the ſame Divinity which fills chem, is a chimera of the Miniſters invention, 
It appears on the contrary that tis a ſentiment which'has been in effect held 
by divers Authors in the Latin Church, not to mention here that 'tis 
the Doctrin of Damaſcen and the Greeks: which have followed him. And 
this is the firſt concluſion which can be drawn hence; bur from hence al- 
ſo tollow ſeveral other moſt important matters. For firſt, by rhis we ſee thar 
the ſentiment of Paſchaſus was not that of the Church ot his time, as ſome 
would perſuade us, ſeeing thoſe very Authors which Mr. Arnaud alledges in 
his tavour, and who ſeem to come the neareſt tro Paſchaſus his exprettions, 
are at bottom, and in effect infinitely diſtant from his DoCtrin, Secondly, 
Hence it appears there was nothing regular in the Latin Church touching 
Tranſubſtanciation, neither in vhe 1 1th. nor 12th. Century, ſecing conſider. 
able- Authors then publickly explain'd their beliet concerning the Enchariſt 

in a manner which ſuffers the Bread and Wine to fubſiſt in their firſt ſub- 
ſtance. In the third place, from hence is apparent how little certainty and 
confidence a rational man can put in the principle of the Author of the Pex. 
petuity and Mr. Arnaud , who ſuppolc it as a thing certain, that in the time 
when Berenger was firſt condemned, that is to ſay in the year 1053. the 
whole Latin Church was united in the Faith of the Real Preſence, and Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, ſecing the contrary may be juſtifi'd, as well by the argument 
which Layfranc relates of the Berengarians, as by the paſſage of Aſcelinas. 
In fine, it may be ſeen here how frivolous and vain Mr. Arnaud's negative 
arguments be, who would prove that the Grecks believ'd in the 11th. Cen- 
tury Tranſubſtantiation , becauſe they did not take Berengarius his part, 
nor diſputed on this Article againſt the Latins. For it Tranſubſtantiation 
was not then determin'd in the Latin Church, it one might therein make a 
free profeſſion to believe the union of the Bread with the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt, by means of the Divinity, as appears from the example of Aſcel; 
nus, Berenger's great Adverſary, what reaſon could the Greeks have to dif 
pure and make oppoſitions ? 


I T ſignificsnothing for Mr. Arnaud to raiſe objections againſt the ſenti 
ments of theſe Authors whom I laſt mention'd ; and to ſay, that if the ha 
bitation of the Divinity in the Body of Feſus Chriſt remaining in Heaven, and 
in the Bread remaining on Earth, and conſerving its nature , and the applt- 
cation of this Bread to ſerve for an inſtrument to communicate the graces me- 
rited by the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, rendred the Bread the Body of Feſus Chriſt ; 
the ſame habitation of the Divinity in the Water of Baptiſm , and the uſe 
which God makes of it to communicate his graces, would render it likewiſe the 
Body of Jeſus Chriſt, and give occaſion to jay , that altho there be different 
Waters to Baptize in, yet theſe Waters make but one and the ſame Body of Je- 
ſus Chriſt, that they are changed into the Body of Feſas Chriſt, rhat they paſs 
into the Body of Feſus Chriſt, that altho they appear to be Water, yet in truth 
they are the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, Beſides that it does not follow that Au- 
thors have not had a ſentiment, that one may form obyeCtions to the con- 
trary, there being no opinion ſo clear againſt which we may not raiſe diffi- 
culties.. One may moreover anſwer him from the part of Remy and others, 
thar the habitation of the Divinity does not always produce this efte&t in 


all the material things which ic makes uſe of whereby to communicate the 
graces 
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graces merited by the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, ro unite them to the Body of 
Jeſus Chriſt, and ro make them become this Body by way of conjunCtion 
and addition. *Tis an habitation and a particular union of the Divinity to 
the Bread of the Euchariſt which produces in it alone this effe&t, which 
mult not be extended to other things which Jeſus Chriſt did nor ſay were 
his Body, as he laid of the Bread. All that can be hence concluded then 
35 that according to theſe Authors there muſt be ſome difference allowed 
between the habitation of the Divinity inthe Bread, and the habitation of 
this ſame Divinity in other things, as there is berween the habitation of the 
Divinity in the Fairhful and Saints ; and the habitation of this ſame Divi- 
nily in the human nature of Jcſus Chriſt , fecing this diflerence appears in 
the difference of the effets which they produce. Now this is a thing which 
theſe Authors would gladly allow. One may fay the ſame thing touching 
the Soul and Body of Jetus Chriſt, which are filled with the Cu virtue of 
the Divinity, and yer of which it cannor be ſaid that one is the other. For 
altho the ſame Divinity dwells in the Body, and Soul of Jeſus Chriſt, yex 
this is another kind of habitation, deſign'd ro produce not the above-men- 
tion'd effect, but another. The Divinity dwells in all things, and fills chem 
with its victue, bur in a different manner , and this difference diſcovers ir 
felf only by the difference of the cfte&ts which ir produces in the things 
themſelves. 


THIS is near what theſe Authors would have anſwer'd had any body 
offered rhem theſe objections. But I am perſuaded they would never have 
approved of this new Philoſophy, by which Mr. Arzaud endeavours to ac- 
commodate their expretlions to the ſenſe of the Roman Tranſubſtantiation. 


Remy, ſays he, tells us that the Divinity which ts in the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, 253% 


and in the Bread Joyns them together, but not by a ſimple habitation ; for at 
would thus joyn ail the creatures where it reſides , but by a true operation 
which renders them not diſtant, but immediately united. And this union does 
not determin it ſelf to a ſimple conjunition, but makes that the Bread paſſes 
into the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, that it becomes the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, as wax 
becomes fire, according to the compariſon of $. Chrytoſtom, and as the Bread 
eaten by Jeſus Chriſt became the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, according to the compa- 
riſon of other Fathers. This union then i only the way to Tranſubſtantiation. 
Remy and other Authors who have followed this opinion, explain the man- 
ner how the Bread is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , and they ſay that *cis inaf- 
much as'tis joyn'd to this Body, *7 is, fays Remy, one only Body and Blood 
with that which he took of the Virgin, for the Divinity fills it, and joyns it 
to it ſelf, and makes that as it is one, ſo it muſt be joyn'd to the Body of Je- 
ſus Chriſt, and be one Body of Jeſus Chriſt in truth. T he Divinity of the Word 
(fays the pretended Alcuinus) fills this Body which is every where , (which is 
to ſay, that which is Conſecrated in an infinite of places) adding it to ſelf, 
and makes that as it is one, it be alſo jom'd to the Body of Feſus Chriſt, and 
be one only Body in truth, Theſe words do not put us upon imagining they 
thought of laying open a certain way to Tranſubſtantiation , nor a pream- 

bulatory or preparative union to the converſion, as Mr. Arnaud would have 

us believe. This is a merc illuſion. *Tisclear they teach in what manner 

the Bread is the ſame Body with that which he took of the Virgin , and 

ſettle here, to'wirt, inaſmuch as 'tis zoyn'd to it by the link of che ſame Divi- 

nity, which fills both the one and the other, Which is what appears from 

the bare rcading of their paſſages, and eſpecially that of Aſcelines. Beren- 

ger had told him, that if he fo/low'd the opinion of Paſchaſus , he went com- 
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trary to all the laws of nature. And Aſcelinus anſwers him, har irs niither a 
ſubjett of admiration, nor a ſubjett of doubt that God can make tha! which is 
Conſecrated on the Altar to be united to this Body which cur Savi- ur 1ock of 
the Virgin ; which ſhews he made the ground of his ſentiment ro conſill in 


- this union ; and that he reſpected it not as a way to Tranſub{tantiarion, but 


as that which formally made the Bread the Body of Jelus Chriſt. The ex. 


amples which he adds of rhe Soul and Body which are joyned together, and 


Pp. $42, 
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of the two natures united in Jeſus Chriſt confirm the tame thing ; tor tlie 
union of the ſoul and body, and the union of the two natures are not in 
any wile ways , and preparations to any Tranfubſtantiation ; they are on 
the contrary unions, wherein the two things united ſubſiſt , and on which 
the mind ſettles. What Mr. Arnaud fays , thar this union docs not termi- 
nare it ſelf to a ſimple conjunttion; bur makes the Bread pals into the Bocy 
ef Jeſus Chriſt, is equivocal. For if he means thar the formal efle&t of this 
union is, that the Bread remaining what it was, becomes the Body of Jc- 
ſus Chriſt, we will grant him, that this was in effect the fentiment of theſe 
Authors ; bur if he'll have the Bread, ceaſing to be whar it was, to become 
really the fame numerical ſubſtance which was the Body ot Chriſt before 
this change, wedeny that theſe Authors have taken it in this fort. The 
compariſons which he alledges of Wax which becomes Fire, and Bread eatcn 
by Chriſt which became his Body do contradict this laſt ſenie; tor the Wax 
devoured by the Fire becomes nor the ſame ſubſtance of Fire in number that 
it was before ; and the Bread which our Saviour act became not likewiſe {0 
properly the ſame ſubſtance in number , which was before his Body. So 
what he fays afterwards, That to joyn the Bread to the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, 
and to make it to be the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, and paſs into the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt, ſignifies to tranſubſtantiate in all the languages of the world, 1s 2 matter 
ill offered-and evidently unjuſtifiable. For it the Bread becomes the Bo«!y 
of Jeſus Chriſt formally by reaſon of the union, as the ſenſe of theſe Au- 
thors is, in the ſame manner as the food we receive becomes our body by 
the union which it has with it, it is made the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, not by 
any real converſion into this ſame ſubſtance of the Body of Jeſus Chritt 
which was before, bur it becomes it by way of addition ro this ſubſtance, 
or according, to the preciſe explication which Damaſcen gives of it by way 
of augmentation and growth of rhe natural Body of Jeius Chriſt, as we 
havealready ſeen in the third Book, when we treated of the opinion of the 
Greeks. 


T HIS being thus clear'd up, *tis no hard matter to anſwer the paſſages 
of Remy, which Mr. Arnaud alledges with fo great confidence, Seeing that a 
myſtery, fays he, is that which ſignifies another thing , if it be. the Body of 
Jeſus Chriſt in truth, why call we it a myſtery, *Tis becauſe that after the 


Conſecration it is one thing, and it appears another, It appears to be Bread 


. and Wine, but "tis in truth the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt. For God ac- 


commodating himſelf to our weakneſs, ſeeing we are not uſed to eat raw Fleſh, 
and drink Blood, makes theſe gifts remain in their firſt form, altho they be in 
truth the Body and Blood of Fe(us Chriſt. T anſwer that Remy means that 
the gifts appear to be after the Conſecration what they were: betore ; to 
wit, ſimple Bread and Wine, that the change which they have reccived, be- 
ing become the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt , by their union with the 
natural Body, is an inviſible thing, and that this union does not change any 
thing of their firſt form, altho it ſeems it ſhould do it ſeeing rhe Bread which 


our Saviour act, and which became likewiſe his Body by union , _ the 
orm 
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form of Fleſh. Thar God deals otherwiſe in the Euchariſt by way of con- 
deſcention to our weakneſs, becauſe we cannot ſuffer this form of Fleſh, bur 
yer the union ccaſes not to be true, and conſequently the Bread is in truth 
the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, altho ir does not appear to be ſo. This is the true 
ſenſe of Remy grounded on his own Hypotheſis,and noe that which Mr. Ar- 
naud impures to him. 


THE ſecond paſſage as Mr. Arnaud alledges it, is conceived in theſe 
terms, As the Dizinity of the Word is one which fills all the world, ſo altho 
the Body be conſecrated in ſeveral places, and at infinitely different times, yet 
this is not ſeveral Bodies of Jeſus Chriſt, nor ſeveral Cups , but the ſame Body 
and the ſame Blood, with that which he took in the Virgins Womb ; and which 
he gave tohis Apoſtles. And therefore we muſt obſerve that whether we take 
more, or leſs, / do*equally receive the Body of Feſus Chriſt entire. Bur firſt 
Idemand of Mr. Arzaud who gave him that liberty to retrench from this 
paſſage a whole ſentence, ro alledg what gocs betore, and what follows, 
and leave out a whole period in the middle , withour any other reafon than 
that ir ſolves the difficulty, and clearly ſhews Remy's ſenſe 2 Is it fairly 
done in theſe kind of ditputes ro maim paſſages ot Authors which do 
not make for us 2 Moreover were it ſome words cither before or after, we 
might perhaps ſuppole irrhis favour, that *rwere only an omiſſion, or neglett, 
and that hedid nor mind that whar he lett out belonged to the fame paſ- 
ſage, but to retrench a whole ſentence from the middle of a diſcourſe , is I 
think a thing without example. Herethen is what Remy ſays, *7is one and 
the ſame Body, and the ſame Blood with that which he took in the Womb o 
the Virgin, and which he gave to his Apoſtles, FOR THE: DIVINITY 
FILLS IT, AND JOINS IT TO IT SELF, AND MAKES, THAT 
AS IT IS ON, IT BE LIKEWISE FOIND TO THE BODT OF 
FESUS CHRIST, AND THAT IT BE ONE ONLY BODY IN THE 
TROT H. This period eclips'd leaves all the reſt of the pallage fayourable 
to Mr. Arnaud , and theretore he has thought fitting to lay it aſide accord- 
ing to the libcrcy which heallows himſelt of remaving whatſoever offends 
him ; but this lame period re-eſtabliſh'd ſhews clearly the ſenſe of Remy, 
which is, that all the Loaves conſecrated in ſeveral places are one and the 
ſame Body of Jcfus Chriſt with that which he took of the Virgin , not be- 
cauſe they are rranſubſtantiared into it, but becauſe they are joyn'd with it 
by means of the Divinity which is one in all theſe Loaves. 


THE third paſſage has theſe words, That as the Fleſh which Jeſus 
Chriſt has taken ia the Womb of the Virgin, is his true Body crucified for our 
ſalvation, ſo this Bread which Jeſus Chriſt has given to his Diſciples and to 
all thoſe which are predeſtinated to eternal life, and which the Prieſts conſe- 
crate every day in th? Church , WITH THE VIRTUE OF THE DIVE 
NITY WHICH EILLS THIS BREAD, zs the true Body of Feſus Chriſt. 
And this Fleſh which he has taken , and this Bread are not two Bodies , but 
make one only true Body of Jeſus Chriſt , ſo that when this Bread is broken 
and eaten, Teſus Chriſt is ſacrificed and eaten , aud yet remains entire and 
living. And as thy Body which he Ayoſed on the Croſs was offered for our 
Redemption, fo this Bread is offered every day to God for our Salvation and 
Redemption, which altho it appears to be Bread , is yet the _— Chriſt. 
For our Redzemer having regard to our weakneſs, and ſeeing us ſubjett to fin; 
has given us this Sacrament, to the end that being now incapable of dying, al- 
tho we fin every aa ry, we may have a true Sacrifice by which our iniquities ay + 
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be expiated. And becauſe all theſe Loaves make but one Body of Jejus Chriſt 
and are offered for our Redemption, he has ſaid, This is my Bedy which ſhall 
be given for you, and added, do this, which is to ſay, Conſecrate this Body, 
Sh in remembrance of me, towit, of my Paſſion, and your Redemption, for I have 
redeemed you by my Blood. Our Lord leaving ths bleſſed Sacrament to all his 
faithful jet to engrawe it in their hearts and memories has done like a 
man who drawing near the time of his death, ſends to his friends a great pre- 
ſent for a remembrance of him, ſaying, Receive this gift, my dear friend, and 
keep it carefully for my ſake, tothe end that every time you ſee it, you may 
think on me. There is nothing in all this but what may very well agree with 
the Hypotheſis of Remy, that the Bread is the Body of Jetus Chrilt by way 
of union and conjunttion with the natural Body. This Bread with rhe virtue 
of the Divinity which fills it, is the true Body of Jeſus Chriſt, becauſe an ad- 
dition made to the natural Body becomes the true Body, And theſe are 
not two Bodies but one only Body , becauſe that according to the argument 
of Damaſcen an augmentation ora growth of a Body does not make another, 
bur the ſame Body. When this Bread is broken ana eaten, Jeſus Chriſt is 
immolated and caten, to wit, in this Bread which is zoyn'd to him, and yer 
he remains entire and living, to wit, in his natural Body, This Bread is of. 
tered for our Redemption, inaſmuch as 'tis a commemoration of it, and an 
application made to us of the price of our Redemption on the Crofs. And 
in this ſenſe 'risa true Sacrifice which expiares us becaule it does repreſent 
and apply to us the true Sacrifice of the Croſs, of Jelus Chriſt, as Remy 
chereupon formally explains himſelf in theſe words, Do this, that is to ſay, 
Conſecrate this Body in remembrance of me , to wit, of my Paſſion and your 
Redemption, for 1 have redeemed you by my Blood. Here are the objeftions 
which Mr. Arnaud has made on Remy, let any onejudg whether he has had 
reaſon to make ſuch a buſtle with this Author and ſay, That it appears ſtrange 
any man ſhould queſtion the ſentiment of an Author which ſpeaks in this ſort. 
For in fine; a body would think the licenſe of contraditting every thing ſhould 
have its bounds. "T'were well if Mr. Arnaud would accuſiom himſelf to judg 
of things with leſs prejudice. 


WE muſt now paſs on to Chri/tiau Drutmar, of whom I had alledged a 
very conſiderable paſſage taken from his Commentary on the 26. Chapter 
of S. Matthew, that is to ſay, from an explication which he makes preciſely 
of tl! inſtitution of the Holy Sacrament. The Author of the Perperuity had 
cavil'd on this paſſage as much as 'cis poſſible, ſometimes ſaying that rhe 
tranſlation which I made of it was not faithful, ſometimes that the Text it 
, ſelf was corrupted , ſometimes that the words of which ir conſiſts had no 
coherence, ſometimes that the paſſage was queſtion'd by Szxtus of Sienne, 
and that there was a Manuſcript of Dr«tmar in the Convent of Grey-Friers 
b:- at Lyoxs which inſtead of this explication, Hoc eſt Corpus meum, Id eſt in Sa- 
| cramento, contain'd theſe words, Foc eſt Corpus meum. Hoc eft in Sacramento 

vere ſubfiſtens, And I know not how many other frivolous evaſions which 
Aniwer to the Ay be ſeen fully refuted in my anſwer to the Perpetuity. Mr. Arnaud did 
ſecond Trea- not think it neceſſary again to engage himſelf in this diſpute. He only tells 
rl, pat3- usthat "tis the direct attention to. the Sacrament , and external vail which 
makes Drutmar to explain theſe words ; Hoc eft Corpus meum, by thele, id eff 
Book 8. ch. 4. 3x Sacramento. For when a man direfts his mind to the Sacrament , and that 
P* 797 which ſtrikes our ſenſes, one cannot ſay ſtriitly that 'tis the Body it ſelf of Je- 
ſus Chriſt, It is apparent Bread, 'tis the ſign, the fimilitude, the Sacrament of 
this Bedy which w the Body of Jeſus Chriſt only in Sacrament , as Drutraar 


{ays, 
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the people of thoſe days believed the Body of Feſus Chriſt was joyn'd to this 
Sacrament and Vail. 'Tis by this we muſt ſupply Drutmar's expreſſion ; for no- 
thing can be more unjuſt than to judg of his ſentiment by a word which he ſpake 
codfarith, and by an abridged expreſſion. 


I' T muſt beacknowledg'd no cafie matter to found the bottom of theſe 
Gentlemens minds ; who ever could imagin thart after ſo many attempts to 
elude the paſſage of Drutmar, Mr. Arnaxd finding his labour in vain ſhould 
betake himſelf ro the drreftion of attention > Drutmar writes an expreſs 
Commentary on the inſtitution of the Euchariſt. He explains theſe words 
of our Saviour, 7his is my Body, in this ſenſe, that is to ſay Sacramentally. 
And Mr. Arzaud comes and tells us-by his own Authority chat he minded 
direftly only the wail and appearances of Bread which cover the Body of 
Chriſt 3 as it Drutmar did not deſignto give the true ſenſe of our Saviour 
in the explication of theſe words, or as it our Saviour meant only by. theſe 
words that the appearances of Bread fignifie his Body ; or as if a Com- 
mentator were not obliged to direCt his attention to the principal, natural 
and eſſential ſenſe of the words he explains, withour falling into foreinand 
fantaſtical ſenſes which no body could imagin bur himſelf. For I do nor be. 
lieve it has ever yet entred into any man's thoughts that theſe rerms , 7hi 
is my Body, ſignifie, that the accidents of Bread, or the vail of the appearan- 
ces of Bread which cover the Body of Feſus Chriſt are this Body on ly in {or 
and Sacrament, Neither muſt Mr. Arnaud tell us that this is a word which 
Drutmar ſpake tranfiently and for brevity ſake ; for 'tis an expreſs and for- 
mal explication of our Saviours words. Suppoſing people commonly be- 
lieved Tranſubſtantiation and the- Real Preſence, as Mr. Arnand would 
have it, what likelihood is there that in an age wherein people could n8t be 
Ignocans, that this Dodtrin met with much contradiCtion .in the perſon of 


aſchaſus , that Drutmar (who was a Religious of the Convent of Corbie, * 


which is to ſay of the ſame Convent as Paſchaſus was Abbor of) would de- 
ceive the world , betray rhe publick Faith of the Church, favour thoſe 
that oppoſed it, ſcandalize his own. proper party, and vec way to an here- 
tical explication of Chriſts words , and this by the rule of diret# attention, 
and by the means of abbreviated expreſſions. In truth Mr. Arnaud ſhews 
what kind of opinion he has of us, when he ſuppoſes ſuch kind of anſwers 
as theſe will ſatisfie us, aet9 


Wy 
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ſays. This is not the point in queſtion, But the queſtion is to know in what fort 
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Of other Authors in the Ninth Century , Amalarius , Hetibald, 
Frer Drutmar, we muſt examih Amalarius, If we believe what An. 
drew du Val the Sorboniſt DoCtor ſays of him inthis Notes on the 


Raban, Bertram, and John Scot. 
A ; Treatiſe of the Church of Lyons, entituled; De tribus Epiftelis, the 
queſtion will be ſoon decided. For having related on the teſtimony of Flo- 
rus a paſlige of Amalarius he concludes in theſe terms , Ex quo conjeture 
locus relinquitur Amalarium iſtum una cum Joanne Scoto fuiſſe Berengarii pre. 
curſores & veluti ante fignanos, Hence we may conjetture that this Amalarius, 
with, John Scot were Berenger's fore-runners, If we believe M. the Prefi- 
dent Maugin, Amalarius was only a Stercoraniſt , of whom we ſhall ſpeak 
hereafter. If we will believe the Author of the Perpetuity, Amalarins was 
Paſchaſus his Adverlary; for he ſtrongly aſſures us, That Biſhop Uſher was 
miſtaken when he thought Amalarius's error confiſted in holding the Dofrin 
of the * Roman Catholicks , not only becauſe this ſuppoſition is without any 
ground , but alſo becauſe the Epitomy of William of Malmsury joyws Amala- 
rius with Heribald and Raban who were Paſchaſus his Adverfaries.. But 


in ſhore, if we will conſult Mr. Arnaud, he will tell us on the contrary, 
that Amalarius and Heribald were in. no wiſe adverſaries to Paſchaſus, 


. That the Author of the Perperuity granted it becauſe he believed William 


of 'Malmsbury ſaid it, but that this does not appear to be true. That Ama- 
larius indeed was a Sterconariſt, but yet never any body taught more expreſly 
the Real Preſence, Thus thefe Gentlemen , who fo greatly inſult over us, 


- When they find any difference amongſt us Miniſters in the leaſt point of 


Hiſtory, or conjecture, do not always agree among themſelves , one fays, 
Amalarius was the fore-runner of Berenger, the other maintains that never 
any man taught ni6re formally the Real Preſence ; the one makes him to- 
gether with Zeriba/d and Raban a bitter enemy to Paſchaſus, and th'other 
proteſts'ris not likely to be true. | 


T O clear up this confuſion , we muſt haye recourſe tothe paſſages of 
Amalarius, and judg of his Dodtrin from it ſelf, He tells us then firſt, 
That thoſe things which are done in the celebration of the Maſs, are tranſatted 
as in a Sacrament of our Lords Paſſion , as he himſelf commands us , ſaying, 
Every time you do this, do it in remembrance of me ; and therefore the Prieſt 
who immolates the Bread and Wine, is in Sacrament of Chriſt, the Bread, the 
Wine and Water and Wine are for Sacraments of the Fleſh and Blood of 
Chriſt. The Sacraments muſt have ſome reſemblance with the thhrgs of which 
they be Sacraments. Let the Prieſt then be like our Saviour Chriſt , as the 
Bread, the Wine and Liquors are like the Body of Jeſus Chriſt. It appears 
from theſe words, that in the ſtile of Amalarius, ro be a Sacrament of a 
thipg is to repreſent it, and hold the place of it , for this is preciſely what 
theſe terms 1ignifie, The things of the Maſs are done IN SACRAMENT of 
our Lords Paſſion , and theſe other terms, the Prieſt is in Sacrament of 
Chriſt, When then he adds, that the Bread , the Wine and Water are in 
SACRAMENT of the Fleſh and Blood of Feſns Chriſt, it isclear he means 
they ſtand in ſtead of it, and repreſent them, and this reſemblance _—_ 
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he inſerts afterwards between the Bread, the Wine and the Water , and the 
Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt , becauſe they are the Sacraments of 'em, 


confirm the ſame thing, and at the'ſame time formally diſtinguiſhes them 
from the Body and Blood themſelves. 


Mr. ARNA7D anſwers that Amalarius has follow'd the language of Brok 8. ch, 4. 
ſenſe, and that the queſtion here was not to explain the nature of the Eucha.. &: 793: 
rift, but the myſterious references which God would engrave in the ſymbols 
which he has choſen in this myſtery. But what reaſon has Mr. Arnaud to make 
Amalarins to have follow'd the language of ſenſe in oppoſition ro that of 
Faith, ſeeing Amalarivs does not mention any thing thar leads to this di- 
ſtinCtion, and that @n the contrary it appears by the terms which he makes 
uſe of, that he honeſtly meant the Euchariſt was real Bread and Wine in 
ſubſtance. Who told Mr. Arnaud that Amalarius made nort' the nature of 
the Euchariſt to conſiſt in the whole aftion's being a Sacrament of our Lords 
Paſſion, that the Prieſt immolates the Bread and Wine , that he reprefents 
therein our Saviour Chriſt , and that the Bread and Wine ſtand for his Bod 
and Blood? We muſt judg of Amalarius his Dottrin by his expreſſions. 7o be 
in Sacrament, according to him, is to repreſent and ſtand for, the Bread and 
Wine are in Sacrament of the Body and Blood, as the Prieſt is in Sacrament 
of Jeſus Chriſt, they are not then really this Body and Blood. 


AMALARIVUS himſelf does clearly explain his mind in another 1, z. de of. 
place, ſaying, That the Prieſt bows himſelf , and recommends to God what is cap-25 
immolated in the ſtead of Jeſus Chriſt. Hoc quod vice Chriſti immolatum eſt _ 83 "_ 4 
Deo patri commendat. Mr. Arnaud ſays this is not an expreflion contrary to 
the Real Preſence, becauſe Agapius has made uſe of it, and that in ette&t 
this expreſſion is grounded on the different ſtate wherein Jeſus Chriſt is in 
the Euchariſt, jos that wherein he has been in his Paſſion, and that wherein 
he now is in Heaven. For this diverſity diſtinguiſhing him to our ſenſes , it 
makes one diſtinguiſh him likewiſe in the expreſhons, But all this is but a mere 
evaſion, Amalarius does not fay thar Jeſus Chriſt in one ſtate, holds the 
place of himſelf in another ſtare. He ingenuouſly lays, that which is immo- 
lated in the ſtead of Jeſus Chriſt ; and it you would know what he means 
by whar is immolared in the place of Jeſus Chriſt , he has already told you 
that 'tis Bread and Wine which are immolated, and which are in Sacrament 
of the Fleſh and Blood of Chriſt. 


HE fays morcover the fame thing elſewhere, 7he Oblation and the Cup 76, 4, 44 0f. 
frgnifie our Lords Body, and when Jeſas Chriſt has ſaid, This is the Cup of cap-36. 

my Blood, he meant his Blood which was in his Body, as the Wine was in the 

Cup. Anda lirtle further, By this particle of the Oblation which the Prieſt 

puts in the Cap, he repreſents the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, which is riſen from the 

dead, by that which the Prieſt or the People eat, is repreſented this Body of 

Teſus Chriſt, which is till on the Earth (to wit his Church) and by that which 

remains on the Altar, is repreſented this other Body which is fill lying in the 

Sepulchre (to wit, the faithful dead.) . 


- IT isin'yain that Mr. Arnaud oppoſes to theſe. paſſages what the fame 
Amalarius ſays, That the Church believes this Sacrament ought to be eaten by Book 8. ch, 4; 
men, becauſe (he believes'tis our Lords Body and Blood, and that in eating P15: 
it the Souls of the Faithful are fill'd with benediftion. For 'tis true that the 
reaſon for which the Church recommends to the Faithful the eating of the 
Euchariſt, 
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Euchariſt, is becauſe 'tis the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, this is not a 


matter in conteſt, the queſtion is only to know in what manner this is, 


thid. TIS moreover in vain that Mr. Arnaud urges theſe other words, Cre. 
dimus naturam fimplicem panis & wvini mixti verti in naturam rationabilem, 
ſeilicet Corports & Sangainis Chriſti, We believe that the ſimple nature of 
Bread and Wine is changed into a reaſonable nature , to wit, of the Body and 
Blood of Chriſt, For his ſenſe is not that there's made a real converſion of 
one nature into another ,, but that there's made a myſtical conyerſion by 
which'tis no longer mere Bread and Wine, bur the Body and Blood of Jeſus 
Chriſt, or as himſelf ſays elſewhere ſeveral times the Sacrament of the Bo- 


dy and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, 


'TIS alſono lefs in vain that Mr. Arnaud endeavours to make adyan- 
tage of ſome terms of Amalariws his Letter to Guntard, which may be ſeen 
in Spicilege's ſeventh Volume. Guntard was a young man that was ſcanda- 
liz'd at lus ſeeing Amalarius ſpitting withour any ſcruple immediately atter 
his receiving the Communion, Amalarias anſwers him that this wasa thing 
natural and neceſſary to the preſervation of health , and that he thought he 
did nothing herein which caſt any diſhonor on the Body of Chriſt,thar if he 
—_— he caſt onr,in ſpitting, the Body of Chriſt,he was deceived. 7hat he 
wenld ſay to him touching the Body of Jeſs Chriſt which we receive , what 
the Emperor Valentinian ſaid to his Army. */ was in your power to chooſe me 
Emperor, but now 'tis in mine tochooſe whom I pleaſe for my Coliegae. 'Tis the 
ſame here, for *tis your part to have a pure heart, and to beſeech God to give it 
you ; but tis his to diſperſe his Body throughout our members, and veins, for 
our ſalvation. For 'tis he who in grving the Bread to his Apoſtles has ſaid, 
This is my Body which ſhall be grven for you. Fis Body was on the Earth 


& when he would, and -it is there when he pleaſes; yea, after his Aſcenſion he has 
._ 5 not diſdain'd to ſhew himſelf to $. Paul in the Temple of Jeruſalem which was 


on earth. His ſenſe is , that we ought not to trouble our ſelves about 
what becomes of the myſtical Body of Jcius Chriſt which we receive in the 
Euchariſt, that'tis our part to purifie our hearts, and his togive us his Bo- 
dy in the manner which he thinks fitting; becauſe 'twas he thart ſaid of the 
Bread of the Euchariſt, that 'twas his Body. What he adds concerning his 
Body being on the Earth, &c. heſays it not with reſpe&t ro the Real Pre- 
ſence, as Mr. Arnaud imagins, but in reference to the right which our Sa- 
viour has to make his Euchariſtical Body what he pleaſes. For *tis an ar- 
gument 4 ou (as we call it) by which he undertakes to prove that Jeſus 
Chriſt is the maſter of his Euchariſtical Body, as well as the maſter of his 
narural Body, having left it on Earth as long as he thought fitting, and at- 
ter his Aſcenſion was not ſo taken up with his abode in Heaven, as not to 
., ſhew himſelf to his Apoſtle in the Temple of Feruſalem. And this appears 
from the ſequel of his diſcourſe. 7 ſay this, ſays he, to the end that if thro 
ignorance, or without my conſent there ſhould proceed out of my mouth any part 
of the Lords Body, you may not believe preſently qo that I am word of 
Religion, and that 1 deſpiſe my Lords Body, or that this Body be carried in- 
to any place where he would not have it come. Our Soul lives by this Body , as 
the Lord himſelf ſays, If you eat not the Fleſh of the Son of Man*, nor drink 
his Blood, you have no life in you. If then this Body be our life , it 
will not loſe being ſeparated from us what it has in it ſelf , and what 
we receive from it. My Son, defire your Prieſts to take heed they loſe 
; not out of their hearts any of thoſe words which the Lord has ſpoken = = 
oſpel, 
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Goſpel, for they are likewiſe our Life, as well as the Conſecrated Bread. He 
means, that altho he caſts out of his mouth in ſpitting ſome part of che Fu- 
chariſtical Body, yer we muſt nor believe this Body is carried to any place 
where our Saviour would not have ir, or this Body being in this place lies 
ſtripr ot the advantage which ir has to be the life of our ſouls, no more 
than the words of the Goſpel, which altho negle&ed, be yet alſo our lite. 
Whar ſignifies this ro the Real Preſence 2 Will not his diſcourſe be every 
whit as coherent and as well followed if we ſuppoſe that the conſecrated 
Bread is the Body of Jeſus Chrfſt in Sacrament as he teaches elſewhere, as 
if we ſuppole it to be ſo in propriety of ſubſtance, which we belicve that 
Amalarius never taught. 


THE concluſion which hedraws from all this is yet (if you will) lels 
favourable to Mr. Arnaud. Thus, ſays he, having taken with an honeſt and 
faithful heart the Lords Body, T have nothing to b to diſpute whether it be in- 
vifibly carried up into Heaven,or reſerved in our Body till the day of Judgment, 
or whether exhaled up in the Air, or whether it flows from our Body with the 
Blood when our Veins be opened , or iſſues out thro the Pores, the Lord ſaying, 
What foever enters by the mouth into the belly goes into Excrement. Which is 
to ſay, that it belongs not tous to make ail theſe queſtions about the Sacra- 
ment, becauſe our Saviour does with it what he pleaſes. As to our parts, adds 
he, we ought only to have acare lt we receive it with a Judas's heart, leſt we 
deſpiſe it ; but on the contrary diſcern it ſalutarily from.other common aliments. 
I confeſs Mr. Arnaud has ſome reaſon to conjecture hence that Amalarius was 
of the number of thoſe which they call Stercoraniſts , but on what ſide ſo. 
ever he turns himſelf, he cannot conclude he held the Real. Preſence , and 
this very thing that Mr. 4rnaud believes Amalarius was a Stercoraniſt 
ought to convince him on the contrary that this Author did not believe the 
changgor converſion of the ſubſtance in the Euchariſt. 


H AD Mr. Arnaud conſulted the Letter of the ſame Amalarins to Rar- 
ar, Which is within two pages of that which he wrote to Gruntard, he had 
| that Amalarius expounds theſe words of Jeſus Chriſt, 7 his is the Cup 
of the New Teſtament in my Blood which is ſhed for Par in this manner, 7hzs 
Cup is a figure of my Body, in which is the Blood which ſhall iſſue from my fide 
to accompliſh the ancient Law, and when 'tis ſpilt it ſhall be-the New Teſtament, 
Becauſe 'tis a new and innicent Blood, the Blood of the Man without Sin, 
which ſhall be ſpilt for the Redemption of Mankind. Explaining aftetwards 
whar is ſaid in the Liturgy, Myſerium fidei : This Blood, ſays he, is called 
the myſtery of Faith, becauſe it profits to the Salvation and Eternal Life of 
him that believes himſelf Redeemed by this Blood, and makes himſelf an imt- 
tator of our Lords Paſſion. And therefore the Lord ſays, Tf yee eat mot the 
Fleſhof the Son of man, nor drink his Blood , yee will have no life in _ 
Which is to ſay, if ye partake not of my Paſſion , nor believe that 1 died for 
your ſalvation, yee will have no life in you. The myſtery is Faith , aS S. Au- 
guſtin teaches in his Epiſtle to Boniface, as in ſome manner the Sacrament of 
the Body of Jeſus Chriſt is the Body of Feſus Chriſt, the Sacrament of the Blood 
of Feſus Chriſt is the Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, ſo the Sacrament of Faith is Faith. 
'Tis plainly ſeen this is not the ſtile of a man that believed the Real Pre- * 
fence. 


B U T before we leave Amalarius, we muſt joyn him to Heribald and 
Raban, tor they ſtand all three accuſed by ſeveral Authors with — 
num, 
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niſm , which is to fay , they beliey'd that whar we recerve in the Sacra- 

ment, is digeſted and ſubject to the neceſſity of other toad which paſles in- 

ro Excrements. Wijam of Malmsbury in his epitomis'd Manuſcript, as thc 

Author of the Perpetuity acknowledges, attribures ro all three of 'cm. this 

opinion. The Preſident Mangin afhrms the fame rhing of Ama!ar7,and Mr. 

Arnaud \ays his proots be good. And the anonymous Author publith'd by 

Ce/lot the Jeſuit, attributes the ſame ſentiment ro Heribald, and Rabay, 

without any mention of Amalarius, Et hiy quidem , lays he, gui dixerunt 

ſeceſſui obnoxium (quid nunquam antea audiem ejt) id eft, Heribaldo Anti/io- 

dorenſi Epiſcopo qui turpiter propoſuit, & Rabano Moguntino qui turpius aſſun- 

Tom, 2. cap.19. Pit, turpiſſime vero conclufit, ſuus ad reſpondendum locus ſervetur, Thomas 

__ 8. cap.12. {/aldenfrs attributes it in like manner to Zeribald and Raban, Heritaldus, 

ey fays he, Altiſodorenſis Epiſcopus & Rabanus Moguntinus poſuerunt Euchari- 

riſte Sacramentum obnoxium eſſe ſeceſſui. Mr. Arnaud endeavours to ſub- 

» Aftratt Raban from this number, 7he fing/e reſtimony, ſays he, of an Authoy 

ſo little judicious as this anonymous , is not ſufficient to impute this ſentiment 

to Raban, there being elſewhere nothing in his works but what may receive a 

good ſenſe. Bur has he ſo ſoon forgotren what he himſe!f wrore cighr lines 

above. Raban 1s accuſed of the error of the Stercoranifts by an anonymous 

Auther, and by William of Malmsbury. This anonymous is not the only 

Aurhor that gives this teſtimony , W:i/zam of Maimsbury aſſerts the fame : 

why then does Mr, Arnazd ſay cight lines atter, The /rmg/e teſtimony of this 

anonymous Author is not enough? It his ſingle reſtimony be nor ſuſhcient, 

that of Wi/iam of Malmsbury will confirm it ; and'it theſe rwo be nor ſut- 

ficient, Thomas Walderſts will give *em his ſuffrage as I now mention'd, 

Even Raban himlſelt futhciently explains his own ſentiment , without any 

need of other witneſles ; for obſerve here whar he writes in his 6{th Book, 

De maturis rerum ; The Lord would have the Sacraments of his Body and 

Blocd to te received by the mouths of the Faithful , and ſerve *em for food 

(in paſtum eorum redigz, others read 7 partem eerum redigt) to the end this 

viſible effett ſhould repreſent the inviſible effett. For as material food nou- 

riſhes and ſtrengthens'the Body, ſo the Word of God inwardly nouriſhes our 

1 infit.cleric. ſouls. And in his Book of the inſtruction of Eccleſiaſticks, he tormally 

C 3le reaches, that the Sacrament is taken with the meuth, reduced into nouriſhment 

for our Bodies, .and converted or changed in us when we eat it, There is no 
explication can ſhitr the force and conſequence gg, theſe rerms. 


- 
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THE queſtion is now whether the opiniafFot theſe perſons, who have 
been ſince odiouſly called by way of reproach Stercoraniſts , be confiftent 
with the Real Preſence, or whether it ſuppoſes that the ſubſtance ot Bread 
remains in the Euchariſt. If we conſult Durand of Troarn to know what 
theſe Stercoraniſts were, he will tell us that in his time they were accoun- 
ted the ſame perſons who maintain'd that the ſubſtances of Bread, and Wine 

Dwwand. ds TEmain'd after the Conſecration. They ſay, ſays he, that the gifts of Bread 

Corp. & Sang: and Wine which are laid on the Altar remain after the Conſecration what they 

Pon. parte 1. were before, and are yet in ſome ſort the true Body and true Blood of Je- 
ſus Chriſt, not naturally, but in figure, And that the ſubſtances of the Divine 
Oblation are corruptible and digejted with other meats, He fays the ſame 
thing afterwards in'two or three ſeveral places, and calls theſe people S7er- 
coraniſts, without mentioning ſeveral kinds of 'em, as that ſome ot 'em are 
for having the ſubſtance ir ſelf of Chriſt's Body ro be fubject ro thele acct- 
dents, and others who underſtood it of rhe ſubſtance of Bread. 
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I T alſo appears from the Diſpute of G«itmond , that this was the ſenti- 
ment of Berenger and his followers , for he introduces 'em thus arguing, 
'Tis abſurd t' expoſe the Body of Jeſus Chriſt to the neceſſity of Excrements. Guitmmnd. de) 
Tet whatſoever enters into the mouth , as our Saviour ſays, deſcends into the _ 
flomach, and is caſt into the draught. From this viſible and corporeal mandu- 
cation in the Sacrament, ſays Algerus , has ſprung the filthy Herefie of the Alger, de Sac. 
Stercoraniſts. For they ſay-that ſo great a Sacrament being 'eaten corporally #92. ca. 7. 
is likewiſe ſubjett to Excrements. Which they endeavour to ſtrengthen r ſeve. 
ral arguments, and eſpecially by the words of Jeſus Chriſt, who ſays in the 
Goſpel, Whatſoever enters into the mouth, deſc:nds into the ſtomach , and is 


caſt forth into the draught, 


'T WILL be faid it hence plainly appears that the Berengarians were 
Stercoraniits, ſeeing they believ'd that the ſubſtance of Bread remain'd af- 
ter the Conſecration, bur that it does not hence tollow that all the Sterco- 
_ raniſts, and elpecially FHeribal/d and Raban held in like manner the ſub- 
ſiſtence of the Bread and Wine. I anſwer, It belongs to Mr. Arnaud to thew 
us that there were two forts of Stercoraniſts , rhe one who held the Real 
Preſence, and others that did not believe it. For why muſt we be led by 
his authority 2 we ſhow that thoſe who were accuſed of Stercoraniſm are 
the ſame as were oppoſed tor not believing Tranſubſtantiation. It Mr. Ar- 
naud will needs have that there were two ſorts, 'tis his part to prove it, for 
as long as he ſuppoſes this without proof , we have right to Jap it him. 
Yet will it be no hard matter to convince him that this ſame Stercoraniſm 
which Authors attribute to Heribai/d and Rabay, is nothing elſe than the 
b:lief of the ſubſiſtence of the Bread and Wine in the Euchariſt, which is to 
ſay in a word that 'tis exactly the opinion of Berenger,and that 'twas only to 
render it odious that their adverſaries expoſed it under this idea, or repre- 
ſentation of Stercoraniſm. Which is what juſtifies it ſelf from the reſtimo- 
ny of Thomas Waldenſis, who tells us thata ſubtil Doctor of his time faid, 
We ſhould interrogate the Prieſts, whether they did not think that this thing 3, p, dent. 
which they believ'd to be the Fleſh of Chriſt was taſted with ones bodily mouth, tom. 2. cap. 52. 
and whether being received into the ſtomach it went into the draught, according 
as, adds he, the wile Seft of the Heribaldiens and Lollards taught , for they 
ſay ALL, that this Bread which they imprudently call THE NATURAL 
BREAD, is the auguſt Sacrament and conſecrated Hoſt. Here I think we 
haye the Heribaldiens who formally ſay that the Sacrament , the conſecra-. 
refl Hoſt, whiclraccording to them paſles into Excrements, is, The natural 
Bread, The aforclaid Walden/rs diſputing in the ſequel againſt Viclzff, ſays, thi. cap. 26; 
thhc Wicliff proved that the Euchariſt was Bread by the experience of nature, 
beraule a man may be fed with Hoſts. Whence, addgche, 7 conclude that as he, , 
admits the digeſtion of the Euchariſt, he myſt likewife grant that it paſſes into 
Excrements. And thus is he agreed with Heribald and Raban of Mayence, 
who have taught that the true Sacrament was ſubjeft to the caſualty of other 
food. *Tis plain he puts-no difference 'berween the Stercoranilm of theſe 
two Biſhops, and the. ſubſiſtence of rhe Bread of 'Wichff. Elſewhere he al- 
ſo more clearly proves that Henorivs of Autun believed that the ſubſtance 
of Bread remained, or as he ſpeaks; that he was of the SeCt of the Panttes, 
becauſe he alledges the paſſage of Raban, which bears that the Sacrament 
paſſes into our food. Ft ipſe enim, fays he, de ſetta Panitarum, Rabani ver- thid, cap. gs) 
ſum ponit infra ubi agit de partibus Mifſe, Sacramentum, inquiens, ore perci- 
pitur, & in alimentum corporis redigitur. 
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BU T if we will beſides the teſtimonies of theſe Authors hearken more- 
over unto reaſon, we ſhall find that there isnothing more inconſiſtent with 
the belict of the Real Preſence than this pretended error of the Stercoranilſts; 
and that thoſe who will have theſe two opinions agree together, have never 
well conſidered what they undertook to cſtabliſh. Ir is not poliible ro be- 
lievc the Real Preſence ot the Body of Jeſus Chriſt in the Euchariſt, I mean 
of this ſame numerical ſubſtance which was born of the Virgin, and is now 
in Heaven, without believing at the fame time that this ſubſtance is nor ſen- 
ſible in jr, palpable, viſible, extended, capable of being divided in the ſame 
manner as 'twas when our Lord converſed on Earth. Twill be the greateſt 
tolly imaginable to impure to perſons that have eyes, and ſce the Euchariſt, 
and have ſome remains of common ſenſe ro make therein cxiſt this Body 
without making.it therein exiſt inſenſible, indiviſible, impalpable after rhe 
manner of ſpirits, as they alſo do of the Church of Rowe. Now with what 
likelihood ear one make this opinion agree with that of Stercoraniſm, 
which aſſerts that this Body is digeſted into the ſtomach after rhe manner 
of other meats, thar one part of 1t paſlcs into our nouriſhment , and the 
other is ſubje& ro the common neceſlity of aliments. What is digeſlcd is 
touched by the ſubſtance of our ſtomach, penetrated by our narucal hear, 
divided and teparatcd into ſeveral parts, reduced into Chyle , then into 
Blood, diſtributed thro all the ſeveral parts of our Body , and joyn'd im- 
mediately to *em, after it has been made like *em, whilſt that which is moſt 
groſs and improper tor our nouriſhment paſles into Excrement. Whar like- 
lihood is there that perſons. who are not bereft of their ſenſes can ſubje& 
to theſe accidents, an indiviſible and inpalpable ſubſtance, which exiſts af- 

-rer the manner of Spirits > Moreover they were not ignorant that the Bo. 
dy of Jeſus Chriſt is animated with its natural Soul, and rhat what paſles 
into our nouriſhment is animated by ours, what a monſtrous opinion then 
iSit ro imagin thatthe ſame numerical Body can be at the fame time anima- 
ted with two Souls, with that of Jeſus Chriſt and ours, ro be united hy- 
poſtarically to the Word, and hypoſtatically ro us > On what hand ſocver 
we turn, 'tis certain thar 'tis an incxpreſiible chimera to fay that thoſe which 
were called Stercoraniſts beliey'd rhe Real Preſence in the ſenſe which the 
Roman Church underſtands it. It muſt be acknowledged that they were 
Panites, as Thomas Waldenjis calls them, that is to ſay, rhcey belicv'd rhar 
the Euchariſt was a Real Subſtance of Bread. And ſceing we ſthew'd thar 
Amalarius, Heribald, and Raban were of the number of theſe pretended 
Stercoraniſts, it muſt be neceſſarily acknowledged that they were contrary 
to the Do&trin of Paſchaſus, whence it evidently follows that this DoCtrin 
was not commonly held in the Church then, as Mr. Arzaud pretends it was. 
For theſe three great men held in it roo conſiderable a rank to permit us to 
believe they were contrary to the publick Belict in a point ſo conſiderable, 
and Mr. Arnaud himſelf will not have us think thus of 'em. One of 'em, 
to wit, Amalarius, was ſent ro Rome by the Emperor Lewss to ſeek the Anti- 
phonaries, as he himſelf reſtifies. The other, ro wit, Zeribald, was Bi- 
ſhop of Auxerre, and reputed a Saint after his dearh, as appears from the 
Inſcription of his Sepulchre, Here lies the Body of S. Heribald ; and the laſt, 
to wit, Rabar, was Abbot of Pulde, and afterwards Arch-Biſhop of Mayence, 
accounted one of the moſt learned men of his Age, as appears by the teſti- 
monies of Baronius and Sixtus of Sienne. 
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TO theſe three we muſt add Bertram, for it cannot be doubted bur that 
he was alſo one of thoſe who were afterwards called Stercoraniſts , which 


the faithful Soul, when ſhe participates of it, he makes this remark. Say- 
ing this he clearly confeſſes, that whatſoever we take outwardly in the Sacrament 
of our Lords Body and Blood, is uſed for nouriſhment to our Body. And a 
little further, Secundum vi/ibilem creaturam, corpus paſcunt. And ſpeaking 
afterwards ot the Euchariſtical Body of Jcfus Chritt, Negari non poteſt cor- 
rumpi, quod per partes comminutum diſparitur ad ſumendum & dentibus com- 
molitum in corpus trajicitur. And again, Nox attenditur quod corpes paſcit, 
quod dente premitur, quod per partes comminuitur, ſed quod in fide ſpiritua- 
liter accipitur, 


T HESE two laſt Authors, to wit, Raban and Bertram, beſides this 
Doctrin which is common to 'em with the reſt , have eſpecially this , that 
they have formally oppoſed the novelties of Paſchaſus by publick Wri- 
tings. Which is what appears by the teſtimony of the anonymous Author 
whoſe words we have alrcady related ; for he fays in proper terms, that 
Raban and Ratram wrote againſt Paſchaſus ; to wit, Raban a Letter to the 
Abbot Eg:lon, and Ratram a Book dedicatcd to King Charles , and that 
they defamed him for offering this propoſition, that what we receive from - 
the Altar is nothing elſc but the fame Fleſh which was born of the Virgin, 
and ſuffered onthe Croſs, and roſe again from the Sepulchre, and is at this 
day offered for the ſins of the world. 


W E have no reaſon, ſays Mr. Arnaud, to believe that Raban attack'd Paſ- Book8.chts. 
chaſus otherwiſe than Bertram. Now Bertram does not any where name P: $74. 
Paſchaſus, and not only, he does not attack him openly, but ſhuns to appear 
contrary to him, ſo that it cannot be concluded from the teſtimony of this Au- 
thor, that Raban was an adverſary to Paſchaſus his Book, Why can it not 
be concluded from the teſtimony of this Author , ſeeing this Author for- 
mally fays it 2 Can Mr. Arnaud that never faw this Letter to Egilon better 
judg of it, than this Author that did fee it > Suppoſing Raban did not name 
Paſchaſus , it will not follow that he did not attack his Book; for a man 
may write againſt a Book, and yet not name the Author of ir. "Twas a 
ſufficient attacking the Book to combat preciſely and dire&tly the funda- 
mental and eſſential propoſition which Paſchaſus came from eſtabliſhing in 
it, which was, that what we receive in the Communion is the ſame Fleſh 
of Jeſus Chriſt which was born of the Virgin. 


- T HIS anonymous Author, fays moreover Mr. Arnaud, is the only per- tvide, 
for that'ſpeaks of this Letter of Raban to Egilon. "Twas never cited either 
y Berenger, nor by any other Author, *twas unknown to a the Writers of the 
11th, Century. Suppoſing what Mr, Arnaud fays were true, yet would it 
not be ſufficient for the calling in queſtion rhe fincerity of this anonymous 
Author who ſpeaks of this Letter asof that which he ſaw. Bur beſides this 
Mr. Arnaud hazards himſelf too much when he poſitively affirms that this, 
Ti11 z 1s 
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is the only Author who ſpeaks of this Letter of Raban to Egiloy. He may 
be convinced of the contrary by Raban himſelf who acknowledges it, and 
makes expreſs mention of it on the fame ſubje& of Paſchaſus his Dottrin, 
and in the fame ſenſe which the anonymous does , excepting the name of 
Paſchaſus which he docs not expreſs, which plainly defends the ſincerity of 
this nameleſs Author, Quidam waper de ipſo Sacramento Corporis & Sanguinis 
Domini non rite ſentientes dixerunt hoc ipſum Corpus & Sanguinem Domini 
quod de Maria Virgine natum eſt, & in quo ipſe Dominus paſſus eſt in cruce & 
reſurrexit de Sepulchro ; cut errori quantum potuimus ad Egilum Abbatem 
ſeribentes de corpore ipfo quid vere credendum fit aperuimus. 


BU T ſuppoſing 'twere true, ſays Mr. Arnaud, that Raban did in effeft 
contraditt Palchalus , this will be but of ſmall advantage to Mr. Claude. 
Which he endeavours to prove afterwards by the example of ſeveral great 
Wits, and famous Biſhops who have attack'd the Divinity of Jeſus Chriſt 
He adds, That Raban was as other men are, as appears by one of his Letters 
which the Church of Lyons refuted , that it cannot appear ſtrange he ſhould 
fall into an error touching the Euchariſt, and that the qualities of a Philiſo- 
pher, Rhetorician, Aſtronomer ,' and Poet, cculd not render him incapable of 
being deceived. Suppoling we had only Raban to oppoſe againſt Paſchaſus, 
the advantage would not be inconſiderable. Paſchaſus was only a mean Re- 
ligious, when Raban was Abbot of Fwde, and when Paſchaſus came to be 
Abbot of Corbie, Raban was Arch-Biſhop of Mayence; whence it follows 
that the authority of the one was far greater than that of the other. As 
to knowledg, it cannot be denied but Rabar infinitely excelled Paſchaſus, 
not in the mere qualities of a Philoſopher, Rhetorician, Aſtronomer and 
Poet, altho thele qualifications do much ſer oft a Scholar: but by the Epi- 
thet which Baroxzas gives him, Audi, ſays he, guid vertex hujus temporis 
Theologorum Rabanus decreverit. Mr, Arnaud cannot propoſe Paſchaſus but 
only as the ſingle perſon of his Party ; now were it the ſame with us in re- 
ſpe. of Raban, 'tis certain that the preſumption would be wholly for this 
laſt, and thar 'tis apparently better to bring the Church on Rabar's ſide, 
than on Paſchaſus's. But we are not in theſe Circumſtances. The Dodrin 
of Raban agrees very well with that of other Authors, his Contemporaries ; 
that of Paſchaſus agrees with none of 'em. The Doctrin of Raban has di- 
ſturb'd no body , but that of Paſchaſus ſet ſeveral perſons againſt him of 
his own time. There's not the leaſt reaſon for accuſing Rabay of Innova- 
tion , butthere are yery ſtrong proofs whereby to conclude that Paſchaſus 
was an Innovator. Ir ſignifies nothing to fay , that Raban was as other men 
are, as appears by one of his Letters which the Church of Lyons has refuted: 
for ſhould a man rigorouſly examin Paſchaſus his Writings, he will find more 
marks of human weakneſs than in thoſe of Rabay: beſides rhat from this 
very thing that Rabay had the Church of Lyoxs for his Adverſary, one may 
hence conclude, according to Mr. Arnaud's way of reaſoning, that his Do- 
Qrin on the Euchariſt differed not from rhar of his time; for otherwiſe 'tis 
likely that the Church of Lyons would not have ſpared him on fuch an im- 
portant Article : and yet inſtcad of this we find on. the contrary that when 
this. Church her {elf ſpake of the Euchariſt, it has/been in terms which do 
not at all favour the Real Preſence. When our Saviour Chriſt, ſays ſhe, gave 
to his Diſciples the Sacrament of his Body and Blood, he ſays, Take, eat, this 
is my Body which is given for you: which inſinuates that ſhe underſtood theſe 
words, 7 his is my Body, in this ſenſe, This is the Sacrament of my Body. And 
a little further, 7he Oation of the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, which is 
h to 
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to ſay, the myſtery of his Paſſion and Death, The example. of theſe grear 
Wits and Bithops that have atrackt the Divinity of Jeſus Chriſt, does in- 
deed ſhew that 'twas not impoflibk for Rabar to fall into error, which is 
what we do not at preſent diſpute, for there's no body infallible, no not 
Mr. Arnaud himſelt: but this exampleconcludes the fame thing of Paſcha- 
ſus, who was no more infallible than others. So far they ſtand upon equal 
ground, both men, and both liable to error. It remains to know which of 


the two actually felVintoerror, and that this example of the Biſhops docs 
not decide. 


1T fignifies nothing, adds Mr. Arnaud, to ſay that no body ever reproach'd B90 8.cl.12, 


him with this error, for it does not appear that any other Author , ſave the 

Anonymous, (aw this Letter toFEgilon, ſo that the only perſon that had know- 

ledg of it has condemned it. Raban did not keep this Letter ſecret , ſecing 

"nr himſelt made mention of it in his Pepitentials, and lays he did it 

_—_ the error of thoſe who ſay that the Sacrament was the Real Body and 

Blood of Jeſus Chriſt born of rhe Virgin. Thoſe who ſaw not his Letter 

mighr eaſily comprehend by theſe words the ſubſtance of it , and for what 
end he dcſign'd it, it they have not condemned it 'twas their fault. Yer do 

we not pretend to draw hence any great advantage. But moreover , lays 
Mr. Arnaud, how many errors are there in Authors which have been never 
taken notice of by any perſon, nor reproached to thoſe that taught 'em? There 
are ſtrange inſtances of this , and here is one from among ſt the reſt which Is 
ſingular in its kind. Photius teſtifies that Theodorus Moſpueſte wrote a Book 
againſt the Dottrin of Original Sin. Both Faſt and Weſt have been as greatly 
animated againſt this Author as can be imagin'd. He was condemned even af- 
ter his Death in the fifth Council : There was never then any perſon to be 
leſs favoured than he. Tet we do not find that this Capital Error obſerved b 

Photius has been Animadverted by any Author of the 6th. Century in the 
very time when Theodorus was uſed with moſt ſeverity. We muſt acknow- 
ledg with Mr. Aryaud that theſe kind of arguments by which we conclude 
that if a DoCtrin has not been condemn'd by a Church, it follows that this 
Church has held it and approved it, are not convincing, and what he re- 
lates of 7heodorus of Moſpueſte is a conſiderable argument of it. But it 
muſt alſo be granted that never man was more at variance with himſelf 
than Mr. Arnazd; for what he now ſaid overthrows the berter part of his 
Book. Thoſe that haveread ir may remember that the greareſt part. of his 
diſpute rouching the Grecks is reduced to negative arguments, pertettly like 
unto thoſe which he now condemns. The Greeks, ſays he without ceaſing, 
have not condemned then Tranſubſtantiation of the Latins, Therctore they 
believed ir with 'em. Ceru/arius did not concern himſclf at Berenger's con- 
demnation, he belicved the Tranſubſtantiation. Humbert did not reproach 
the Greeks with their nor believing the Real Prefence, and Niceras did 
not reproach the Latins with their believing it ; theretore they were agreed 
in this Article, We can ſcarcely meet with any thing elſe bur theſe kind of 
concluſions in every page. He does the fame on the fubje&t of the other 
Scliiſmatical Churches, he argues from the ſilence of the Emiſlaries, the fi- 
lence of the Popes, the ſilence of the Armenians , and that of the Neſto- 
rians and others. When the queſtion concern'd the 12th. Century , how 
many times has he remembred tho neceſfiry of the Diſputes of rhe Paſcha- 
ſiſts and Bertramiſts ; how many prodigious exclanfations has he made ar 
their not being condemned, art their not baiting one another? And when 
the diſcourſe was about Paſchaſus, and the Innovation which we charge = 
with, 
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with, with what exaggerations has he not urged this argument, That Paſ: 

chaſus was not publickly reprehended by any _ for thirty years, was 
never puniſh'd, nor admoniſh'd that he offered a Do&trin contrary to the 
Church. Apply I pray you to this Rhetorick , what he fays now of this 
great number ot errors in Eccleſiaſtical Authors which have been never ani- 
madverted by any body, nor reproach'd to thoſe who have taught 'am. Add 
hereunto his example of 7Theodorus of Moſpueſte, and that of Fohn Scot, of 
whom he ſays likewiſe afterwards, that ir does not appear that theſe errors 
have been condemned by any Eccleſiaſtical Cenſure of that Age, and thar 
of Raban; for he ſuppoſes he might have erred on the Euchariſt by a capi- 
tal Error in denying the Real Preſence, and he affirms that in this caſe 'twill 
not be ſtrange thar never any body reproach'd him with this Error : lay I 
fay all this together, and make a reform on this ground of Mr. Arnaud's 
Book, retrench whatſoever agrees not with this rule which he here gives us, 
and I amſure you'l reduce his Volume intoa leſs compaſs by halt. 


AFTER theſe firſt Anſwers with which Mr. Arnaud was not perhaps 
well fatisfi'd, he hazards another, which is, that this propoſition, That the 
Sacrament of the Euchariſt is not the Real Body born of the Virgin, may have 
two ſenſes, the one that the external part of the Sacrament , which is to ſay 
the viſible vail is not really the Body of Feſus Chriſt , that the Body of Feſus 
Chriſt is not really white, round, and has not in it ſelf all theſe ſenſible acci- 
dents which appear to us; the other, that the Body of Jeſus Chriſt is not really 
contain'd in the Sacrament. He pretends that Raban denied this propoſiti- 
on only in the firſt ſenſe, -and nor in the ſecond. Bur this anſwer has neither 
ſincerity nor truth-in it. Firſt, ic confounds what ought neceſſarily to be 
diſtinguiſh'd. - For 'tis not the ſame thing to believe that the viſible Vail, 
which is to ſay, the accidents of Bread, are really the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, 
and to believe that the Body of Jeſus Chriſt is white and round, and has 
init ſelf all the ſenſible accidents which appear to us. There, is a preat 
decal of difference between theſe two, as any man may ſee. Suppoſing a 
man believed that the Body of Jeſus Chriſt is white and round , "twill not 
hence follow he muſt ſay that this whiteneſs and this roundneſs, which are 
the Vail which Mr. Arnaud ſpeaks of, were really the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, 
In the ſecond place, Ido nor think that ever any body imagin'd that theſe 
ſenſible accidents of whiteneſs and roundneſs i» abſtratto, as they term it, 
are really the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, and whoſoever imputes to Raban the 
combating of this fancy, charges him with oppoſing ſuch an imagination 


_ aSnever yet centred into any bodies mind. 


AS to the other propoſition, That the Body of Jeſus Chriſt is really 
white and round, as'tis not cuſtomary to expreſs it in theſe terms , 7 hat 
the Euchariſt is the ſame Body which was born of the Virgin, ſo'tis not uſual 
to refute it in theſe, That the Euchariſt is not the ſame Body which was born of 
the Virgin; and this explication of Mr. Arnaud is ſo forced , and remote 
from the natural ſenſe of Raban his words, that there are few reaſonable 
perſons ro whom'twill not appear a pitiful evaſion. 


\Y E T does Mr. Arnaud carneſtly urge not only that 'twas the ſenſe of 
Raban to attack this Propoſition, but likewiſe that of Bertram, in his Book 
De Corpore & Sanguine Domini. And altho the anonymous Author , who 
according to all probability lived about the gth. Century, expreſly ſays, that 


Raban and Bertram refuted Paſchaſus. Yet does Mr. Arnaud affirm the 
. contrary, 


Curae. Xl. teuching the Tmiovation. 


SY 


contrary, and ſays that he demonſtrarively proves it. He fays for this ct- 
fe&t, That there were people in that time who groſly ſaid that the Body of Fe- 
ſas Chriſt was ſuch as the Sacrament appeared tobe, which is to (ay , that" the 
Body of Jeſus Chriſt has really the form of Rread. -That this opinion was a 
wecefſary conſequence of that ef Amalarius, that 'tis from thence he concluded 
that the Body of Feſus Chriſt 1ſſuzd thro the pores, and applied unto it theſe 
words, Omne quod in 0s intrat , in ventrem vadit, & in ſeceſſum emittitur. 
That it is apparent from the accuſation which Florus forms againſt him of tha- 
ving, corrupted France by theſe fantaſtical opinions, that Amalarius had*>ss 
Diſciples. Here then, adds he , we have people , who ſaid in the time of 
Charles rhe Bald,, aud who muſt fay according to their Frinciples, That the 
Body of Jeſus Chrijt has all the external accidents which app:ar to our ſen- 
ſes, and that there was no difference between the Body of Jeſus Chriſt born of 
the Virgin, and the Sacrament, So that here are perſons again(t whom may 
be maintain'd in an Orthodox fenſe , that the Sacrament of the Euchariſt ts 
wot the Body of Jeſus Chriſt born of the Virgiv. He afterwards endeavours 
to ſhew that Ber:ram's Book directly attacks only theſe perſons. 


TO foivethis difiiculty, ir muſt firſt be ſuppoſed as a thing already pro- 
. ved, that thoſe who have been ſince called (by way of reproach) Stercora- 
niſts, cannor be thoſe of whom Mr. A4rnazd here ſpeaks; who according 
to him believing the Real Preſence, yet aftbzm'd that the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſl had all the ſenſible accidents which appear in the Euchariſt, and that 
Mr. Arnaud could fay nothing leſs to the purpoſe than what he has offered, 
That this opinion was a neceſſary conſequence of that of Amalarius , that *tis 
from thence he concluded the Body of Jeſus Chriſt iſſued out thro the pores, ap- 
plying to it theſe words, Omne quod in os intrat, in ventrem wvadit & inſeceſ- 
ſum emittitur. Wehavealrcady ſeen fromrhe teſtimony of Tho. Waldenfis, 
that theſe Stercoraniſts were Panires, whicl.is to ſay , that they conſerved 
the ſubſtance of Bread inthe Sacrament, and faid a/ of 'em thar the Satra. 
ment was natural Bread. We have already ſeen that in effect the belief of 
the Real Pretence 15 abſolutely inconſiſtent with this opinion, that the Sa- 
cramear palles into our nouriſhment, thar ir is digeſted, that one part of it 
is changcd into our fleſh, and another part into Excrements. 


SECONDLY, we muſt obſerve that ſuppoſing 'twere true the Ster- 
coraniſls bcliev'd, as Mr. Arnaud would have it, that the ſenſible accidents 
really affe&t the Body of Jeſus Chriſt in the Euchariſt , there could be no- 
thing more abſurd than to imayin they were thoſe whom Rabay and Bertram 
oppoſed. For as to Raban it appears as well from the: reſtimony of the 
anonymous Aurhor, as by that of Walden/is, that he was himlſelt a Ster- 
coranitt, The ſame thing appears trom the proper paſſages of Raban, which 
I have already related. Whereunto I ſhall add another, raken out of his Pe- 


nitential, Touching what you have demanded of me , whether the Euchariſt c,. ;;. 


when it has been cinſum'd, and paſs d into Excrements like other meats, re- 
Furns again to ts firſt nature which it had before 'twas C onſecra- 


ted on the Altar. (This opinion is contrary to that of Pope Cle- This Period which T have in- 


X . cluded in this Parenthefis ha 
ment, and /ev2ral other Holy Fathers, who ſay, that the Body yo coherence with the diſcourſe 


of our Lord does not go into the draught with other meats.) of Raben, and my conje&ure is, 


Such a queſtion is (uperfluous, ſeeing our Saviour ſays himſelf On ON _ 


in the Goſpel, Wha! ſoever enters into the mouth deſcends ints whict has been afterv ards for- 
the ſtomach and is caſt into the draught, The Sacrament of the ced our of the Margin into the 


Text 


Body and Blood is made of wiſtbie and corporeal things, Lut ope- 
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of Bread, muſt reccive and ſuſtain rhem in the manner of a true ſubſtance of 
Bead to accommodare it {elf ro the nature of theſe accidents. A lubſlltance 


rates invifibly our ſanttification and ſalvation of both Bedy and Soul. What rea- 
ſon is there to ſay that what is digeſted in the ſtomach, and paſſes into Ex. 
crements, returns again to its firſt ſtate, ſeeing no body ever maintain'd that 
his happens, 1 think we have clearly here the opinion of Raban on this 
ſubjeft, and that now it cannot be any longer queſtion'd whether he was a 
Stercoraniſt. As to Bertram, the patlages which I related our of his Book 
do clearly ſhew.that he was of rhe ſame ſentiment. What can be more un- 
reaſonable and worſe contriv'd than this thought of Mr. Arnaud, that Ra- 
bay and Bertram have combared the opinion ot the Stercoraniſts, which is 
rofay, that they have tought againſt themſelves, and wrote Books againit 
perſons without knowing they were themſelves of their party. Mr. Arnaud 
could not fay any thing more unlikely, and rheretore we lee that great Wits 
who believe '*emlſelves able ro. overthrow every things, do oft-times over. 


throw themſelves, and fall into labyrinths whence they cannor get our. 


I'N the third place, how little ſocyer we conſider this opinion, mention'd 
by Mr. Arnaud, and the manner in which he conceives it , we hall find 
"tis impoſſible it ſhould ever come into any bodies mind unleſs he were cx- 
ceſſively extravagant. Not to mention.-how difficulr it is to ſtate how the 
natural accidents of Bread do unlooſe rhemielves from their proper and 
natural ſubſtance-to faſten on that of rhe Body of Jeſus Chriſt, norhow the 


ſame numerical ſubſtance cawbe above in Heaven indued with its own pro- 


per accidents, and-here below indued rcally with the accidents of Bread 
and Wine. I ſhall only fay,tharunlets a. man doats extremely , he cannor 
imagin that the fame numerical Body which is above, exiſts on Earth in a 
corporeal and material manner, as a ſubject ought ro exiſt that has accidents 
really inherent ; and yet 1s there in the natural manner of a real ſubſtance 
of Bread. For eyery ſubſtance that receives and really fuſtains the accidents 


which receivesreally the accidents of Bread, muſt have all its parts i» or- 
dine ad ſe, as the Schools ſpeak, made as the parts of real Bread, to the 
end there may be ſome proportion between rhem and rhe accidents which 
it receives. And is it got an extravagancy to fay that the parts of the hu- 
man body of Jeſus Chriſt, ro wit, his head, his arms, and other members do 
exiſt inwardly- in ordine ad ſe in the manner of the parts ot Bread , as little 
crums. Who ever faw any thing more hollow than this Philoſophy, a human 
Body really diviſible , really. palpable , really tenſible of a diviſibility , a 
palpability, and a ſenſibility, which is proper to it, and yet 1s not naturalto 
it, but borrowed of another ſubject? This diviſibility and this palpability of 
the Bread which reſide really. in the ſame ſubſtance of the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt, madeit capable of all the changes which the Bread ſuffers , it was 
digeſted by the natural heat in the ſtomachs of the Communicants, and one 
part was reduced into their proper ſubſtance animated with their ſoul, 1i- 
ving with their life, and united to them perſonally. What did they then be- 
lieve, did they imagin that this ſame Body of Jcius Chriſt, was ar the fame 
time animated with two fouls, and living with two lives, or to ſpcak better 
with an hundred thouſand fouls, and an hundred thouſand lives, to wit, that 
of Jeſus Chriſt, and of thoſe of all the Communicants of the world , per- 
ſonally united to the Son of God, and perſonally ro an hundred millions of 
men at atime ; or do they imagin that the Body of Jeſus Chriſt is looſed 
from his proper and natural Soul, and diſ-united hypoſtatically trom the 


Word? Believe me, a man muſt be fallen into a dreadtul diſor!cr of mind 
to 
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to be guilty of thele kindof fooleries.Bur it theſe perſons of the gth.Century 
- againttwhom Rabanand Bertram wrote, believed in cticct all theſe marcers, 
how happens it, there's no ſuch thing to be found in Authors of thoſe Ages; 
nor the tollawing ones ; and that to cftabliſh this tact, ro wit , that there 
- were perſons who believ'd that the proper Body of Jeſus Chriſt, the ſame 
numerical ſubſtance which is in Heaven, is here below really endued with 
' the accttients of Bread, Mr. Arnaud could offer nothing but ſome few conje- 
tures impertinently drawn from a Principle of Amalarius ? 


BU T ,you will tay, how happens it thiat the paſſages which Mr. Arnaud 
alledges out of Bertram {cem not directly to oppoſe the DoEtrin of Paſcha- 
ſus , and that ſometimes, they both mcer in their expreſſions 2 Bergram de. 
clares his deſign was againſt people who maintain that. rhe myitery of the 
Body of Jeſus Chriſt which 1s celebrated in the Church-is not made under 
any figure, nor under any;vail, bur that the truth appears therein naked and 
maniteſt. Ze makes to himſelf the queſtions, Whether the Body and Blood of 
Teſus Chriſt, which is received in the Church by the mouth of the Faithful, be 
made as a myſtery, or as, atruth, which is to ſay, Whether it contains any thing 
conceal'd which 1s only perceiv'd;by the eyes of Faith ,. or. whether without the 
vail of any myſtery the fight of the body ſees outwardly that which the ſught of 
the mind jees inwardly ; ſo that whatſoever is done in this myſtery is diſcovered 


to the view of ſenſe. Aqgd inthe ſecond-place, Whether it be the ſame Body 


which was born of the Virgin Mary, &hat ſuffered and died. Paſchaſus on the 
othcrhand declares, That it ought motto be denied that this Sacrament is a 
figure. He diſtinguiſhes-that which is felt outwardly from that which is hid 
zawardly. ;. and reaches that one is the figure of the other, :5/# autem figura 
vel. charattey, hoc quad exterius ſentitur ſed totum weritas, © nulla adumbra- 
tio. quod interius percipitur. = a |? 
| | | "| 4% > 163 fi 

ALL the force of this objcQion conliſts in an-equiyocation. . Paſchaſus 
rakes the term of figaxe in gneſenſe; Bertram takes.it in another. . Bertram 
affirms that-the Euchariſt is a figure in a ſenſe which: Paſehaſus denies. _ So 
that their DoCtrins inthe main cannot, be. more oppelite than they are. And 
of this the readers-necged nor to have been ignorant, ,bad Mr. 4raaudbeen 
pleaſed ro relate in what manner Bertram explains hiraſelt. For having pro- 
poſed rwo queſtions in.thexerms- which.we have ſcen, che adds,” Letus exa- 
mia the firſt of \theſe queſtionss. and. to clear it. from all-ambiguity define what 
we mean by a figure, and-what by truth; to the end, that having Jomething. 
that is certain before aur eyes , we may: tietter. find. the reaſonable way which 
we ought to follow. The; figure i8/a king of ſhadew'; which by imeans of ſome 
wails, ſhews us what it propoſes to, ſhew.us. As for example, when we would ſig- 
nifie the Word we call it Bread, as:in the Lords Prayer, where we aik our daily 
bread, or as our Saviour Jays inthe Goſpel, I am:the diving. Bread, that came 
down from Heaven. Thug,does he call himſelf a Vine , and: his, Dijciples the 
Branches. I am, ſays he , the true Vine , and you-are the Branches.” In all 
which there is one thing ſaid, and another ſignified. The truth on the con- 
trary'is a manifeſt demenſtration of the thingwithout uſing either ſhadow, tage, 
or vail, it.being diſcovered by fimple gnd;watural.expreſſions,' there being no: 
thing to be underſtood: hut what is contained. in the terms. *Tis: not. the” fame 
in theſe other examples, for our Saviour Chriſt is not; ſubſtantially either. Bread, 
or Vine, nar the Apoſtles. Branches, --Here then we have 'a-figure,z but in: the 
laſt examples, -the truth iy nittered inplain and open /terms.;' Now-to: apply this 
to the things in queſtion, to wit, the Body and Blood of Chriſt. Were-thus my- 
Kkkk ftery 
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ftery celebrated without a figure it could not be call d a myſtery: for one can- 
not call that a myſtery, wherein there is nothing ſetret , nothing remote from 
the corporal ſenſes, nor hid under any vail. Tet this Bread which is made the 
Bedy of Chriſt by the miniſtry of the Prieſt, (hews another thing outwardly to 
the ſenſes, and offers another thing to the intelligence of the Faithful, Out- 
wardly one diſcovers the form of Bread, its colour and ſavonr , ſuch as it was 
before. But there is another thing far more precious and excellent which is 
taught inwardly, a divine and heavenly thing, to wit, the Boily of Jeſus Chriſt 
which is therein repreſented, and 'tis not by the corporal ſenſes, but by the ſpi. 
ritual intelligence of the Faithful that this thing is conſidered; taken and eaten, 
He fays the tame of the Vine, and concludes, ſeeing no body can deny but 
this is fo, *tis manifeſt that this Bread and this Wine are the Body and Blood 


of + Feſus Chriſt figgratively. 


A man muſt ſhut his eyes if he cannot fee he'means that the Bread and 
Wineof the Euchariſt are a myſtery which repreſent to us the Body and 
Blood of Jeſus Chriſt ; and that when they be called the Body and Blood of 
Jeſus Chriſt *ris a figurative locution, like in ſome ſort to theſe others in the 
Goſpel, where our Lord is called Bread, a Vine, and his Apoſtles Branches. 
Now 'ris preciſely in this ſenſe that Paſchaſus denied the Euchariſt was a fi- 

= When our Saviour, ſays he, brake and gave the Bread to his Diſciples, 
he does not ſay that this, or there is.in this myſtery-a- certain virtue , or a fi- 
gure of my Body, but he ſays plainly,. This is my Body. And a little lower, 
1 marvail at ſome peoples ſaying tis a figure, and not the truth , a ſhadow 
and not the Body. ' And in his Letter co Frudegard, Sacramentum' Corporis 
Chriſti © Sangainis 'quamvis Sacramentum dicatur non' eft aliud'quam veritas 
& quod ipſa veritas repromiſit, which he proves by the fame examples which 
Bertram alledges of - a locutions, to wit, of- the Birth, Incarnation and 
Paſſion of our Saviour. Theſe things, ſays he, which our Saviour did as God 
and Man ', be' Sacraments of his Grace "and a _— of Faith, and yet are 
they.nothing: but the truth, altho they: be called Sacraments. 'And he after- 
ſtards. makes this objeftion. 7 heſe things being: myſteries cantot' (to wit in 
this quality) he either ſeen, or toucht, and conſequently this is not a Bod), 
and if it be not a Body, they are'a figure of the Fleſh and Blood of Feſus Chriſt, 
and. not: this Fleſh and this Blood int propriety of nature. Then anſwering this: 
objetion, 7otum, ſays he, quod eff Chriſtus pradicatir, non in figura, ſed in 
re, & in proprietate; atque'in natura. \ "Tis then plain that Puſchaſus and' 
Bertram are dire&ly oppoſite not only as to ſence bur terms, So that when 
Paſckaſus acknowledges' there is a- figure in the Euchariſt, meaning by this 
figure, either the accidents of Bread and Wine which cover the fab ce 
ofthe Body. of Jeſus Chriſt, or-.the repreſentation: of the Paſſion of Jeſus 
Chriſt, this expreſſion in this-ſenſe does-not hinder, but Bertram formally” 
contradited. it," and that the teſtimony of the arronymous is true: For Paſ- 
chaſus .exprefly denies the Euchariſt to be the Body of Jeſus Chriſt in figure, 
and Bertram expreſly affirms it. 


AS. to wherein /both of 'em ſeem to agree in ſaying that our ſenſes ſhew 
it to be. Bread,\ bur thar inwardly our Faith: diſcovers therein the Body of 
Jeſus Chriſt,..this' is butan equivocation.  Paſchaſus- means we muſt not 
_ refer ourſdlvesto.rheteſtimony-of our ſenſes in refpett of the ſubſtance hid- 
den undes the accidents; and by the term of' inwardly. he means this ſub- 
ſtance covered:with- accidents which he: would have'vs believe to be the 
ſubſtance-of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt:'\ Bertram on the contrary argues 
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from the teſtimony of our ſenſes., and concludes. that 'ris real Bread and 
real Wine in ſfubſtance. For he maintains from the evidence of ſenſe thar 
there happens no real change. According to the ſpecies of the creature lays 
he, ad 1he form of viſible things , the Bread and Win? do not ſuffer any 
change. And if they do not ſuffer any change, they are not any thing elſe but 
what they were before, And in another place, We ſee not any thing that is 
changed in theſe things corporally. We muſt then confeſs, either that they be 
changed in another reſpett than that of the Body , and conſequently. that they 
are not what. appears in truth (which is to ſay , they are not the ſubſtance of 
the Body ot Jeſus Chriſt in-truth, becaute 'twonld be therinviſible were 
it there) but that they are another thing which yet we plainly ſee they are not 
by their proper exiſtence. Or if this will not be ackuewledg'd, it muſt of neceſ*- 
ſity be denied that they are the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt which will be 
impious to ſay or think. And immediately after he concludes that the change 
which happens to the Bread and Wine 1s a change of figure; Vt jam, fays 
he,” commutatio  figurate fatta efſe dicatur. He alſo proves there thar the 
change which happens to the Eucharift does not make the Bread and Wife 
ceaſe to be in truth what they were before. We do not find , ſays he, that 
ſuch a change happens here , bit. we find on the contrary that the ſame ſpe- 
cies of the creature which was before remains ſtill. Ang a little lower, in re 
ſpett of the ſubſjlance of creatures they art after the Conſecration what they 
were before ; they were before Bread and Wine, and we ſee they remain in the 


fame kind, altho they be conſecrated. And again he. concludes that 'tis nor . 


the Body ot Jeſus Chrilt in- ſpecie, bur in virture, becauſe out 'eyes do not 
ſce it, *7:s Faith, lays he, that fees whatſoever this is ,' the eye of the fleſh 
diſcovers nothing therein, theſe viſible things then are'\ntt the Body of Feſus 
Chriſt inſpecic, but in virtue. He underſtands then that the teſtimony of 
our ſenſes which ſhew us that they are ſtill Bread and Wine in ſubſtance, arc 
true, and that were the ſubſtance of the Body therein, our ſenſes would 
diſcover it. Now this: wholly contradicts the fenſe of Paſchaſus. 


I will not examin, ſays Mr. Arnaud, whether Bertram underſtands theſe vage £21, 


word; in another ſenſe than Palchatus. - But why wijl not Mr. Arnaud do 
this, {ccing, on it depends the real oppoſition *which is between theſe rwo 
Authors ? 7 hey that will contradi& an Author, fays Mr. Arnaud, diretly, 
do oppoſe nor only his ſenſe but his-words, and they never borrow the words of 
thoſe whom they combat to expreſs their own-opinion. Whoſoever deſigns 
to contradict an author ſolidly minds particularly ,his ſenſe , without rrou. 
bling himſelf abour his expretiions. *T'was cnough tor .Bertram to rctute 
the new DoCtrin of Paſchaſus, and this very thing, that he uſes his expreſ- 
ſions, only more ſhews their oppoſition; for Bertram does nor ſpeak of the 
teſtimony of our ſenſes on the ſubject of the Euchariſt in the ſame terms of 
Paſchaſus, but to-draw thence arguments to overthrow the pretended change 
of fabſtance, and the Real Preſence which Paſchaſus had advanced ; fo that 
this apparent conformity is no leſs in effect than a real contradidtion. 


T HIS contrariety of ſentiment appears ſtill more in the ſecond queſtion 
which Bertram diſcyſles, which is, Whether what the Faithful recerve with 
the mouths of their bodies in the Communion, is this ſame Body which was born 
of the this that has ſuffered for us, died and roſe again, and is nowat the 
right hand of the Father. Paſchaſus affirms it, and endeayours to eſtabliſh 
it by his Book. Bertram denies it and proves moſt ſtrongly his negative. 
The one ſays that theſe things nouriſh in us that which is born of God, and "0 
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that which is born of Fleſh and Blood. Theother anſwers us, that in reſpett 
of what we ſee, and receive corporally, which is bit with the teeth, ſwallowed 


and received into the ſtomach, they do not communicate eternal life ; for in 


this reſpect they nouriſh our mortal fleſh, and do not communicate any corru- 
ptton. The one ſays, That we muſt not ſtop at the Javour, nor colour of Bread ; 
for were it changed into fleſh (to wit, viſibly and ſenſibly,as he explains himſelf 
in the ſame place) *7would be no longer the Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt. The other 
teaches, That ſeeing tis Faith, and not the eye of the Body which diſcovers 
the Bread to be the Body of Jeſus Chriſt, we muſt hence conclude that 'tis not 
ſo in ſpecie, but in virture: The one ever ſays, that what we receive from 
the Altar is this ſame Fleſh which is born of the Virgin. The other ſays, 
that this Fleſh which was Crucified, and born of the Virgin conſiſts of bones and 
finews, diſtingaiſt}d into ſeveral members, and enliven'd by the ſpirit if a rea- 
ſonable ſoul, having his proper life aud motioas. Whereas this ſpiritual Fleſh 
which nouriſhes ſpiritually the Faithful in reſpett of its outward ſpecies, con- 
fiſts of grains of Wheat and is made by the hands of man, that it has neither 
nerves, nor finews, nor bones, nor different members, that "tis animated with no 
rational ſoul, nor can exerciſe any vital funttions. Whence he concludes that 
is notthen this Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt which was born of the Virgin. In a 
word, the oppoſition therein is ſo formal, and ſo evident, that it cannor be . 
more plain. 4 


WHAT we have hitherto ſeen touching Authors Contemporary with 
Paſchaſas, yields'us a demonſtrative proof that Paſchaſus was an Innova- 
'tor ; for the reſt donot ſpeak like him, there are two of the famouleſt of 
'<m, viz. Raban and Bertram, who have expreſly applied themſelves to the 
refuting of his DoCtrin. 


'TO theſe two we may add a third, which is John Scot, who wrotealſo 
by the command of Charles the Bald againſt the novelties of Paſchaſus. 
His Book was burnt in the Council of Yerſecil, and we underſtand from the 
teſtimony gf Aſcelinus in his Letter to Berenger , that the end which he 
propoſed was to ſhew,in this Book that what is Conſecrated on the Altar is 
neither the true Body, nor the true Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, 7oto xiſu totaque 
intentio::e ad hoc ſolum tendere video, ut. mihi perſuadeat hoc videſicet quod 
in Altari Conſecratur neque vere Corpus, neque vere Chriſti Sanguinem eſſe, hoc 
autem dſtruere nititur ex Santtorum Patrum opuſculis que prave exponit. The 
Author of the Diſſertation which Mr. Arnaud has inſerted in his 1 2th. Book, 
pretends that the Book which we have under the name of Bertram, and that 
of John Scot arethe ſame. He endeavours likewiſe to leſſen as much as in 
him lies the authority of this Adverſary to Paſchaſus, and I had not finiſh'd 
this Work without examining his ConzeCtures, had not one of my Friends 
inform'd me that he had eas'd me of this pains, as well as this Author has 
help'd Mr. Arnaud. I hope this friend of mine will ſoon publiſh his Piece, 
which wall (or Iam greatly deceived) tully fatisfic every unprejudic'd man 
that ſeeks the truth. | | 
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CHAP. Xi. 


Of Perſonal Differences which Mr. Arnaud has treated of in 
bis Eleventh Book. 


deſign wherein 1 am engaged of returning an exaCt anſwer ro 

Mr. Arnaud's volume ſeems to require, I ſhould now pals to the 
diſcuſſion of his eleventh Book which he has entituled perſonal differences 
between the Author of the Perpetuity and me. The intereſt alſo of my de- 
fence againſt Mr. Arzazd's injuſtices obliges me to this. Yet can I nor 
wholly keeyy within this Province, for there are ſeyeral reaſons hindering 
me, Which I hope judicious perſons will not diſallow, F 


HF ſatisfied whatſoever reſpe&ts/the matter of- this Diſpute , my 


' FIR'ST, theſe perſonal differences are handled in ſo ſharp and hot a 
manaer, fo full of animoſities that 'twere better a thouſand times to paſs *em 
over in ſilence, and offer 'em as a Sacrifice to Piety, Patience, and Chriſti. 
an Charity, than to endeavour to treat of 'em exactly , and repel Mr. 4r- 


naud's outrages, which cannot be well done wichourt ſometimes exceeding 


C. 


the bounds of Chriſtian moderation. | : 

MOREOVER, altho Ido not doubt but Mr. Armand and the Author 
of the Perpetuity have reaſon to believe thar che publick will take part with 
whar reſpects rheir perſons , yet I cannor pretend *tis the ſame with me. 
Theſe Gentlemen have made a noil2in the world,they have drawn upon 'em 
the expettations of all France,Spainand 7taly.Whereas I am a perſon obſcure 
enough, and whoſe name is only known by my intereſt in this Diſpute ; fo 
that'rwill be a preftumprion in me to believe the publick will concern ir ſelf 
in my reſpect. Should I then here begin witha long diſcuſſion of our com- 
plaints, and reciprocal defences, the readers might well ſay to one another 
that they have nothing to do with this;and that 'tis an abule of their patience 
after a long diſcourſe of things which relate to the cauſe, to engage them 
further in a tirelom diſcourſe of Perſonal Differences, 


IN the third place Mr. Arzagd has introduced amongſt his Perſonal Dit- 
ferences ſeveral f pe ro which 'tis impoſſible ro anſwer withour engaging 
in tedious prolixities in matters which of *emſelves have no coherence with 
that of the Enchariſt. I place in thisrank the detence which he makes of a 
cruel inveCtive of the Aurhor of the Perpe: uity againſt the ficſt Retormers, 
which yet Mr. Arnaud maintains in a more fierce manner, grounding it on 
Facts, and Principles, ſome of which arc falle , others taken in a wrong 
ſenſe, and others invidiouſly perverted. How cat we handle in a few words 
ſo important a ſubject when the queſtion concerns the juſtifying the inno. 
cency of ſeveral greit men, and to ſhew-at rhe ſame time thejuſtice and ne- 
ceſſity ot our ſeparation from the Roman Church? Tis plain this cannot 
be done in one or two Chapters, and that this is matter for a great Volume, I 
reduce under this head theſe patiionate expreſſions which begin the gth. Cha- 
pter of this x 1th Book , and which I detign to relate here, 'that the world 
may judg of 'em. We demand juſtice, fays Mr. Arnaud , ſpeaking of me, 
for the exceſſes of which he has been guilty contrary to all rales of honeſty and 
truth, 
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truth, which eveu Pagans would bluſh to violate. We would gladly know of 
him whether his —— will give him this licenſe. We are already ſatisfied 
that the Maxims of their new Divinity promiſe impunity to ail manner of 
crimes, provided they be of the faithful Calviniſts who commit them ; "and we 
do not queſtion him whether, be fears to'be damy'd by calunmiating his Adver: 
ſaries. We know the ſolutions of | his Dottors deliver him from this ftar, con. 
trary to what S. Paul ſays, who tells us, that ſlanderers ſhall not enter into the 
Kingdom of God. Bat that which we defire to know is , whether they have of 
late taken away from Crimes, the name of Crimes, and ſtript them of the ge- 
neral infamy which accompanies 'em, whether the name of a Slanderer be ny 
longer odious amongſt Calviniſts, and whether they have ſanftified this name 
which is ſo horrible among ft men» that they could not find a blacker, to ſhew 
their deteſtation of it, than to call ſuch Devils. I deſign not to repel theſe 
diſcourſes to be met with ſcattered throughout his whole Book, any other. 
wiſe than by teciting 'em, or at moſt by cenſuring *emas exceſlgs, which do 
not at all become a perſon, who pretends to correct our morals, and teach 
us virtue and moderation. I ſhall not retort upon him ſeveral things in my 
rum, which a juſt and narucal detenceſeems to permit, and enjoyn me to 
rell him. Bur I pretend to juſtifie ſo well our Md6rals as will make Mr. 
Arnaud bluſh for ſhame that he has attackt them with ſuch an outragious 
and malicious air. And this we cannot do here tranſiently, nor by way of 
anſwer to ten or twelye hot periods , which like lightning have more fire 
than matter. *Tis neceſſary for this purpoſe to be diſengaged from all other 
ſubjetts ; for there needs more time toremedy an evil than to do it, to cure 


a wound.than to make it. 


AND theſeare the reaſons which withhold me from entring into an cx- 
act diſcuſſion of Mr. Arnand's eleventh Book. But becauſe there are in 
theſe Perſonal Differences ſome Articles which I cannot wholly pals over in 
ſilence, having too near arelation to the things which we treat of, the Read. 
ers I hope will not take till, if Ideſign this whole Chapter to anſwer them. 
This Book conſiſts cither of paſſionate inveCtives againſt me , or defences 
againſt ſome of my Complaints, or accuſations againſt me. As to the pal- 
ſionate expreſſionsI concern not my felt with'em, I leave 'em to the publick 
judgment, and Mr. Arnaud's private conſcience. It belongs to him to look 
whether he has form'd his ſtile according to the lovely idea which he him- 
ſelf has given usof the true Eloquence, which is , fays he, diſcreet, modeſt, 
judicious, fmcere, true, which ſerves to diſentangle things, aud not to confound 
'em, which clears truth, and offers it in ſuch a manner as is proper to introduce 
it into the mind and heart, which inſpires motions that are juſt , reaſonable, 
proportionable to the things which we handle , which has no other luſtre but 
what ſerves to diſcover truth, no /trength but what is borrowed from her. He 
will examin, I hope, at his leiſure, whether he has obſerved all rheſe grave 
characters, and whether his cagerneſs to overcome has not rranſported him 
ſometimes into ſuch ſtrange convulſions as-are wholly contrary td all mora- 


lity and decency. 

AS to his defences, I can with confidence affirm there are none of 'em 
which be juſt and warrantable ; but ro the end it may not be fait I deſire to 
be believed on my own bare word, let a man judg of 'em by theſe examples. 
The Author ot the Perperuity to prove that Bertram was not clearly of 
our opinion, alledged this reaſon, that 7rithemus praiſed this Author. To 


thisI anſwered, that he praiſed him becauſe in effedt he deſerved it, and _ 
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this only increaſed his authority. My ſenſe is plainly that he prais'd him be- 
cauſe he knew his reputation was great in ghe gth. Century, that his Book 
was therein well cntertain'd,and his memory honored inthe following Ages. 
For this is what muſt be underſtood by being in effett praiſe-worthy, and this 
is likewiſc whatthe rerms of my anſwer infinuate, having added that this 
only increaſed his authority, which is to ſay, that this teſtimony of Trithe- 


mus thewed that Bertram was authoris'd in the Church of his time. Where- * 


upon the Author of the Perpetuity concealing this true ſenſe 'of my words, 
imputcs to me another, whuch is that ſaid , 7rithemus , who believed the 
Real Preſence, praiſed Bertram for oppoſing it, which is a ridicplous ſenſe, 
and infinitely diſtant from mine. This is the ſubject of my complaint, and 


here is the detence of Mr. Arnaud , What is, ſays he, the ſenſe of theſe words, yock t1.ch. . 


Trichemus praiſed Bertram , becauſe he was indeed praiſe-worthy Do they 
fignifie that he praiſed him from his own knowledg, , or from the opinion of 
others ? It is clear they have only the firſt ſenſe , and net the ſecond. Allis 
clear which Mr. Arnaud ſpeaks, bur let us ſee how he proves it. 7o. com- 
'mend any one from the a Rm is not to commend him becauſe he 
ts in effet? praiſe-worthy, ſeeing there are ſeveral people. which we do not in 

effett judg to be praiſe-worthy, altho thought worthy of praiſe by others. To 
commend a man Scene he is in effeft worthy of commendations, is proceeding 
on a juſt and true ground, and on the reality of things, and not on reports, and 
popular opinions. This is a pitiful defence, for 'ris certain there are people 
Who are not judged to be praiſe-worthy altho they be praiſed by others : 
bur I fay that there are others whichare deemed praiſe-worthy in — 
becauſe we find 'em generally commended-in the Age wherein they lived, 
and in the following ones, without being blamed by any body. Do npt moſt 
_ peoplethus believe S. Cyprian, S. Hierom , and S. Augaſtin praiſe-worthy, 
not for having read'their Books, nor examin'd their DoErins, bur as know- 
ing they were'eſfteem'd by their own and following Ages , and that their 
memory-was never withered in the Church > Now this is what I fay, that 
Trithemus migltt know of Bertram without examining his Book, to wit, that 
he ha the eſteem of his Age , and that his memory was reſpected in the 
following ones. 


I T ſignifies nothing for Mr. Arnaud to fay, that I ought not to ſuppoſe 
wichourt proving it that ſuch an Author as Trithemus, who writes a Catalogue 


P. 1105,1106, 


of Ecclefraſtical Writers, anid gives particular praiſes to an Author, does it © 


barely from the relation of others , and that the preſumption is on the contra- 
ry, that he has read his Book and | of it from his own 73 wn knowledg, 
This 1-fay is to no purpoſe, for it belongs to the Author of the Perpetnuty 
thar argues, and would-draw a concluſion. from the, praifes of 7rithemus, 
to eſtabliſh well his Principle, to prove that 7rithemus has praiſed Bertram 
after hc hay-read and examin'd his Book, De' Corpore & Sangaine Domyni, 
and-not to me who anſwer, to prove that he has praiſed him, becauſe he 
acknowledges his Fame was great in the'gth. Century. Were a man togudg 
hereof by! preſfumprions, they would be rather for my ſuppoſition than-tor 
that ofthe Author of the Perpetuity4 for we know very well that thoſe who 
make Catalogues of Ecclefiaftical Authors do not always take rhe pains to 
read exaQly all the Books they mention. The Commendations of RKatraw, 
whom we affirm to be Be#tram, could not be unknown to 7rithemus, and 
we.haye right co ſuppoſe that: 7riebems has not diftinguiſh'd Bertram and 
Ratram as two different perſons, till ul Anithor of the! Perpetuity has thew- 
ed-us the contrary. 1 _—_ 
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the Faith, 
ſc. 2 p. $8, 


Page 82, 


An(wer to the 
ſecond Trea- . 
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ch, 1, 


Book 1 1. ch+ 4+ 
P. 110S,110g. 


THE ſecond complaint whereon Mr. Arnaud endeavours to defend the 
Author of the Perperuity, reſpe&ts Mr. Blonde! , whom this Author imper- 
tinently accuſes to have fallen into contradiction i» that he ſuppoſes on one 
kand_ that Amalarius'was'a Calviniſt ,' and on the 'other that the Synod of 
Crefly, which condemned Amalarius was of the ſame mind ; which accord. 
ing to/the Author of the Perpetuity is a maniteſt contradiction. Obſerve 
here his words. Uſher an Eng/iſh Proteſtant, ſuppoſes that Amalarius held 
the Doftrin of the C atholicks, and therefore would have it thought that 'twas 
the Pofkrin of the Real Preſence which was condemned in Amalarius, by the 
Synod of Crelly, and by Florus Deacon of Lyons. And a little lower, Blox- 
1 ſuffering himſelf to be deceived by the defire which he had to raiſe 4 ad. 


* werſaries againſt Paſchaſus , fel/ on this ſubjett- into cne of the moſt palpable 


contradiftions imaginable : For finding on one hand advantage from Uiher's 
opinion, . who makes the whole Synod of Creſly who condemned Amalarius to 
confiſt of Calviniſts ,' he takes this part, -and ſuppoſes-with him that the Coun- 
cil of Creſly held the. Calviniſts Doftrin, and were contrary to Paſchaſus. 
But finding elſewhere in the epitomiza Manuſcript of -the Book of Divine Of- 


fices .of William of 'Malmsbury, that Amalarius, Raban, and Heribald wrote 


againſt Paſchaſus, not Conſidering that this ſuppoſition was contrary to that of . 
Viher, he-mates Amalarius again an adverſary to Paſchafus ; ſo that by a 
manifeſt contradifion,-be pretends that the Council which condemned Amala- 
rius, a#4 Amalarius who was condemned by the Council, were of one mind, and 
equally contrary to the Dottrin of Paſchaſus on the ſubjeft of the Euchariſt. 
So. far "is what the Author of the Perperuity ſays. 


—_——— \ OS | , 
.T O anſwer thisaccufation, 7 ſaid that this pretended contradiftion was 
a fable, That Mr. Blondel did not ſo much as think of Biſhop Uſher, aud that 
the. part\which the Author of the Perpetuity gives tothis Biſhop in this ad- 


wenture,was a mere Romantick whimfie, That inthe main, there was no contra- 


-diionin what Mr. Blotidel ſaid; for aſſerting en one hand that Amalarius 


was cenſured by the Synod" of Crelly for writing that the Body of Jeſus Chrift 
was triform and tripartite, and on the other that Amalarius had been one of 
thoſe that contradifted the novelties of Paſchaſus, and in fine that he does not 


ſeparate the Fathers of Creſly. from the number of theſe Opponents, theſe three 


things were very conſiſtent together, becaliſe it dil tot follow from the Synod of 
Creily's condemning the triform and tripartite Body that they adopted for this 
all Paſchafus his Fancies touching the Real: Preſence, 


LET 'us now ſee Mr. Arnaud's defence.' He aſſures us that what the Au- 
thor of the Perpetuity has aſſerted touching 'Biſhop' Vſher # a very likely 
conjetture,” that if it: be» a+ Romantick whimfie 'tis not an impoſſible one. For 
"tig more than probable 'that Blondel; who was a man of great reading, writing 
on a matter, was not igyorant of the opinion. of a perſon ſo mitth efteemed by 
his own Party , as\Biſhop Uſher deſervedly was+ that 'moreover 'tis a'Ro- 
mancethar tends'only'to excuſe Bloydel, and-not to criminate/ him; for it 
being<cettain that he has contradifted himſelf ,”tis always better that this 
has beendone with'fome appearance of -rcafonz: as>is'thar of following -the 
opinion of a famous Author, than without anyiprobability.  ( | 
LALK  , TRE 3 Gon;ifni 130R {.1OT) VL | 
- :I S*nor this a mexe mockery: of: us;" or of the'Author of the —_— 
co defend him aſter this rare ?'This Author relates ro us as a matrer of fact, 


that 2ſber beliey'd ſuch and ſuch athing, that Blonde! EETIION 
| the - 
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the opinion of Z/her, has taken part of it, that he-has joyn'd this part-with 
what he likewiſe tound in rhe Epitomy of William of Malmsbury hor 'e- 
ſidering that the one was contrary to the other. Now we demand 6f him 
where he found this fine Hiſtory, ſecing there appears nothing of it in Blox- 
del's Book. And Mr. Arnaud anſwers that '&is a conje&ture very likely, 
that if it be a Romance, "tis a Romance that is poſſible to 'be true , til one 
which tends to excuſe Blonde}, becaule *cis better he be deceived with'fome 
pretext than without any. ' O36 Of 


LET Mr. Arnaud tell us,it he picaſes,in what Moralshehas found*thvas 
ermitted the Author of the Perpetuity to pay us with his conjectures, and 
is poſſible Romances, inſtead of true Hiſtories, and to tell ſtories ar ran- 

dom to render Mr. Blondel-ridiculous, becauſe 'tis better he ſhould be-ri- 
diculous tor ſome reaſon than for none. - Wethank him for his Charity, bur 
'ris exceſſive, and unneceſſary ; for what need was there he ſhould charge his 
Conſcience with this pious'traud to extenuate a chimerical diſhonor, tecing 
the pretended contradiction of Mr, Bloudel is but a mere imagination. *\ 


SOPPOSING, ſays Mr. Arnaud,-we have no other gromd to prove Page 1110, 


that the Council of Creſly were Calviniſts, but their condemning of Amalarius, 
to ſuppoſe hereupon Amalarius was a Calviniſt , this is a contradicting of ' a 
man's felf, and this is what Biondel does, How ill docs Mr. Arzaud detend 
his Friend. *Tis not true that Blonde! grounded himſelf on whar he fays of 
the Synod of Crefſy, in that this Synod has condemned Amalarirs. - We 
ſhall find nothing of rhis in his Book. And ſuppoſing he did ground him. 
ſelf on jt, he might do it without failing into contradiction , -and withour 
_ giving occaſion to-the accuſation of the Author of the Perpetuity; for he 
might draw a negative argument thence in this ſenſe. That this Synod 
which could not be ignorant what was the Doctrin of Amalarizs touching 
the Real Prefence contented themſelves with cenſuring in him ſome exprel- 
ſions, as that of Corpus triforme & tripartitum; without handling his Do- 
&rin at bottom; which is a mark that in this reſpe& they were- agreed 
with him, and conſequently that they rejected the Real Preſence as well as 
Amalarius. Now in this caſc one might well diſpute the force of rhis proof, 
but there is no likelihood of making a contradiction of it.* But in fine to 
decide clearly this queſtion , and to ſhew Mr. Arnaud how dangerous it is 
for a man to give himſelf over to too great defires of finding fault, and to'de- 
cry Authors, I necd only ſay that when Mr. Blonde! reckons the Synod'of 
Creſſy amongſt the number of thoſe that have followed Paſchaſus , he does 
not ſpeak of thar Synod which condemned Amalarius, but of another that 
was held ren ycars after. In effe& he formally diſtinguiſhes theſe two Sy- 
nods, ſaying of one, That this conception of Amalarius , that the Body 


of TMlacidations 


Feſus Chriſt was triform and tripartite , was improved in the year 848. by => mma 


the Council of Crelly ; and on the other, that ſeveral contraditted Paſchaſus, ,, 1. 12z. 
as Amalarius, Raban, Heribald, Bertram, or Ratram. John ſurnam'd Eri- 1bid. p. 427. 


genus, from whom, ſays he, / do not ſeparate Walafridus Strabo, Abbot of 
Richeneau, mor Florus a Divine of Lyons, nor the Body of the Biſhops af 
fembled in the year 858, at Creſly. Theſe are then two different Synods, 
the one held in the year 848, and rhe orher in the year 858. Of the one 
he ſays that it condemned the Corpus triforme & tripartitum of Amalarius, 
of the other that he does not ſeparate them from thoſe who contradicted 
Paſchaſus : what contradiCtion is here? Had theſe Gentlemen, who+have 
faln no lefs than three times onthis affair of 5 Blontel, taken the pains 
L ro 
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rorcad overthe place of his Book here' in queſtion, they would have found 
what] now.tell *em rouching the diſtinCtion of theſe Synods , and deſiſted 
frommaintaining; their fabulous Hiſtory, and imaginary contradiCtion. 


-. /THESE.-two examples ſuffice to ſhew the weakneſs of Mr, Arnaud's 
defences. We-muſt now come to his complaints and accuſations, an dif. 
cover the injuſtice and unreaſonablenels of 'em in few words, which will be 
no hard matter to do. 


.FIRST, he complains that I offered ſome leſſening expreſſions in ref 
rence to the Author of the Perpetuity on the ſubject of Bertram, or Ratram, 
that I oppoſed: the. praiſes which the Author of rhe Apology for the Hely 
Fathers. gives this, perſon , and. thereupon remark'd that. theſe Gentlemen 
praiſe or diſpraiſe people, raiſe or depreſs 'em , according as their intereſts 
and defigns require, according as they oppoſe or favour their Opinions, 
Firſt, Mr. Arnazd aſſures us that I falſified the words of the Author of the 
Perpetuity. Secondly., He fays I expounded his intentions according to 
my own fancy. Thirdly, He will notallow I had any reaſon to draw from 
his, words compared with theſe. of the. Apology for the Floly Fathers , the 
conclugon which I'drew thence. We mult fatisfic him in theſe three 
Points. 


Chap. 6. 


AS to the pretended falſification, obſcrye here in what manner related 
|" in-ſhort the diſcouric of the Author of the Perpetuity. He ſays that "twas 
part 3.ch. x, 0#excal'd Ratram, vr Bertram, an obſcure and intricate Divine, who adjoyn'd 

his. reaſonings to the ordinary expreſſions of the Church , and expounded them 
according to: his fancy, that. as he was a Divine, he might argue as he pleaſed 
on this Faith, and that we can eaſily conceive a Divine may fall into frivolous 
reaſonings. There needs only the reading of the Author of the Perpetuity's 
diſcourlc to acknowledg this to be a juſt abridgment of it. Mr. Arnaud 
does not gain-ſay it, but he fays, I charge the Author of the Perpetuity 

; Book 11.ch.6. with calling Bertram a frivolous and paſſionate Reaſoner, and tor havin 
[cha ſaid abſolutely of him that one may well conceive that a Divine might wy. 
ly fall upon frivolous reafonings,, whereas he ſaid this only conditionally, 
to Wit » ſuppoſing. twere granted he was effeftually in an error : and this is 
whar he calls a, manifeſt falfity. Bur Mr. Arnaud complains impertinently : 
For. I did nor fay that the Author of the Perpetuity has thus ſpoken of 
Bertram- abſolutely, and this Mr. Arnaud acknowledges, to wit, that ſup- 
poling *twere granted that Bertram had effefually erred , this would not at 
all hurt the Church, that "tis no wonder that one man has erred, that a Divine 
ſhould fall into frivolous reaſonings This I fay is ſufficient for my deſign. 
For what ſignifies this but that in caſe Bertram cannot be brought over to 
them and made toſpeak for the Real Preſence, he muſt then be a frivolous 
Divine;,-one who has faln into frivolous reaſonings. Now this is preciſe- 
, ly what I fajd,. that theſe Gentlemen praiſe, or diſpraiſe Authors according 
2 to their intereſts: If Bertram be for'em all is well, they find no fault in 
| him ; bur if ic muſt be granted he is againſt 'em , then ove may eafily cop- 
ceive that a Divine may fall into frivolous reaſonings, And thus Mr. A4r- 
naud's illuſtration only confirms my remark. *Tis the fame in reſpe&_ of 
what he adds thatI chargethe Author of the Perperuity with calling Bertram 
an obſcure and intritate Divine, which is »ot thus ſet down in his Book, and 
that there is only that the greateſt advantage which the Calviniſts can T_ 
tend to touching this Author is, that he be ſet aſide as a perplext and in- 
R . tricate 
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tricate Author which can be profitable neither to one fide nor the other. | de- 
ſireno more; for this is almoſt in ſo many words to fay, that if they can- 
not have Bzrtram on their ſide, he muſt be put by as an obſcure and intri- . 
cate Divine whom both Parties: endeavour to explain in their favour , but 
who at bottom favours neither by reaſon of his perplexity : If he be tor 
them all is well, if he be not he thall be laid aſide for a myſtical Divine. 
This falſification then which Mr. 4r»aud impures to me is groundlels, ſee- 
ing he himſelf juſtifies me from ir, and he confirms himſelf the truth of my 
retlcCtion. | 


NEITHER has he more reaſon in what he ſays afterwards , ' zbat 7 page 1117. 

explain the intentions of others according to my own fancy, and raiſe up trc- 
phies to my ſelf on imaginary conjefures. Theſe are angry expreſſions, I 
pretend not to dive into the intentions of the Author of the Perpetuity, 
neither do I think of raiſing trophies to my ſelf at his coſt. My way of pro- 
ceeding is frank, natural, and ſimple, and if I commit faults, I can fincerely 
proteſt 'tis azainſt my will. I have faid nothing concerning the Author of 
the ſerpetuiry, which I have nor proved, not by making comy<Ctures on his 
hidden thoughts, -but arguing on his Writing, which is a kind of conjeQtu- 
ring very lawtul in diſputes, 


BUT infine Mr. Araud will not allow Thad reafon in comparing the 
words of the Author of the Perpetuity rouching Bertram , which thoſe of 
the Author of the Apology for the Holy Fathers to draw thence the con- 
cluſion which I drew. He lays my arguing ſuppoſes that theſe two Authors Page 1118. 
are but one and the ſame perſon. For if they be two different Authors, what 
wonder can it be they have had different ſentiments on another Author. 1 
anſwer, my reafoning ſuppoſes only that the Author of the Perpetutty is 
one of the friends of the Author of the Apology , and that what's ſaid 
abroad in the world of rheſe Gentlemen is true, that they publiſh nothin 
but what has been ſen and approved of commonly amongſt 'em, which 
being fo, I had right to draw my concluſion from the compariſon of the 
weed of theſe two Authors, as nearly as if they were bur one and the ſame 
perſon. 


'TIS invain for Mr. Arnaud to ſay that an Author may be praiſe-worthy 
in one piece, and blameable in another, I grant it, but I "4 that when one 
praiſes, or blames an Author, to raiſe up or depreſs any of his works,'tis ab- 
ſurd to ſay that one praiſes him, or blames him ix th1s work. for we praiſe 

| or blame abſolutely his perſon, to give hence afterwards more or leſs Au- 
thority to the work in queſtion. When we depreſs or extol the perſon for 
the work ſake, then we praiſe or blame a man i» his work: but when on 
the contrary we depreſs or extol the work by the perſon, then his praiſe or 
blame reſpeCts abſolutely the perſon , and then we draw this conſequence, 
that the work inqueſtion is} -or is not conſiderable, Now we are in this 
laſt circumſtance, rhe Author of the Apology commends Ratram to pive the 
greate? weight to his Books of Predeſtination, and rhe Author of the Per- 
petuity depreſles him to takeaway all authority from his Book De Corpore 
& Sanguine Domini, 1o that their praiſe and diſpraiſe reſpect direQtly his 
perion. | 


 *TI' S moreover in vain that Mr. Armaud remarks that the Author of \ 
the Perpetuity did not ſuppoſe the Book which goes under the riame of Bertram page 1119. 
F ELITES was 
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was Ratram's a Religious of Corby Author of the Books of Predeſtination, 
and of the refutation-of the errors of the Greeks. That ſeeing he teſtifies on 
the contrary to incline to the opinion of Mr. Marca , who will have this Book 
of Bertram and that of John Scot to be the ſame. That it appears at leaſt 
from his Book that he had no fixt ſentiment that Ratram was the Author of 
Zt. This is nothing but powder thrown into the Readers eyes; for ſuppo- 
ſing 'tyere true that the Author of the Perpetuzty were of the opinion of 
Mr. De Marca, which is, that this Book which bears the name of Bertram 
iS Fohn Scot's, and not Ratram's; yet'tis certain what he fays of the per- 
 ſonof this Bertram, or Razram (tor he proves that theſe two names are bur 
one and the ſame name) is on our ſippoſition that 'twas the Religious of 
Corby. Whether he admits our ſuppoſition as believing it, in cfte& ro be 
true, or whether he admits it merely thro condeſcention , 'ris necdlels ro 
inquire : for ſuppoſing he admitted it only thro mere condeſcention , the 
leaſt his words could 1ignific will be that ſuppoſing he held our ſuppoſition 
to be true, which he does not, he will have theſe objeftions or reproaches 
to offer againſt the perſon of this Author, to wit, that he is a Divine who 
departs from the common belict- of the. Church by yain Speculations,, a 
Divine who falls into frivolous reaſonings, which ſutfices to juſtifi the con- 
tradiftion between him and the Author of the Apology for the Holy Fathers. 


Mr. ARN AT D's ſecond: complaint is, that I ridicul'd the Author of 
the Perpetuity on the means he propoſed whereby to make Mr. Aubecrtin's 
Book an is piece, which is to change the Obje(tions of it into Proofs, and 
his Proofs into Objettions. Mr. Arnaud who has been touchtto the quick 
with it, thought he was oblig'd to defend himlelt by heaping up of words, 
intermixing ſeveral common places of raillery , alledging inſtances which 
haye no relation to the point 1n-queſtion, to diſtinguiſh and argue in mood 
and-figure, and thereupon conclude with authority rhe ſentiment of the 
Perpetuityis moſtjuſt and reaſonable. 


WERE it worth our while 'twould be caſie*ro fiew he deceives him: 
ſelf in whatſoever he offers. , Bur it being unjuſt to hold the Readers any 
longer on trifles, we ſhall only ſay, if cither he, or the Author of the Per- 
petuity have been offended at a very innocent raillery, it does not follow 
that others have been ſo too, We may tell him that his way of changing 
Proofs into ObjeCtions, -and Ojeftions into Proofs , is a conception ſo rare 

and well expreſsd, that 'tis hard to hear it offered without finding in it mat- 
ter of laughter. Moreover, there's a great deal of difference between ſay- 
ing that to diſcover the falfities of a Book, we need only to confront the pajſas 
ges of it with the Originals, and to lay that to make of Mr. Aubertin's Book 
an excellent piece in the ſenſe of the Catholicks, there need only be changed the 
do into Objeftions and the Objeftions into Proofs. The confrontation of 
paſſapes, is the juſter means, the moſt natural and moſt ordinary to diico- 
ver falfickes bur the change of Proots into Objgttions, and Obyections in. 
to proofs, is a kind of world turn'd upſide down. We may anfwer him that 
wetc his'pretended method recceiv'd , 'twould be applicable to all ſorts of 
Books of Controverſie on either (ide, there being tew of them but what con- 
ſift of Proofs and ObjeCtions, and cach Party pretending ſtill there 15 more 
light-in his Proofs than in the Proofs of his Adverfary , which are called 
Objeftions. We may tell him in fine that Mr. Aubertin's Book conliſts 
aorenly of Proofs and Objettions, . but alſo of . Inſtances. or Replies againſt 


the ordi Anſwers which are made to Proofs, and of Anſwers ro Ob- 
| | | jections ; 
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jettions ; and this is what cannot be changed , ſo that when a man ſhould 
curn the Proofs into Objections and the Obyections into Proofs, yer would he 
be perplexcd by theſe inſtances, and anſwers, and confequeatly muſt -ac- 


knowledg he has loſt his time and pains, and thatthe Author of the Perpe- 
taity has abuſed him. 2 


Mr. ARN AQ D's third complaint is an accuſation couch'd under this 
title, 4 bitter Calumny againſt the Author of the Perpetuity. He propoſes 
it in his 9th. Chapter with an impetuoſity beyond example , and which 
ſhews he wrote it jn the moſt cholerick temper imaginable. He aſcends his 


tribunal, and thence, pronouncesthis ſentence againſt me, that 7 am guilty ch.g. p.r130; 
of an heinous crime ,' ſuch a one as obliges me both by the Laws of God and men 1131 


to publick ſatisfattion. I is, ſays he again, a deteſtable calumny, an abomin- 
able crime, the moſt baſe and unjuſt proceeding a man can be capalle of. Let 
wot Mr. Claude marvel at theſe reproaches, this is no jeſting matter. 'Fle mult 
wot abuſe perſons of Honor for to fill up a ſentence. If he has expre(s'd him- 
ſelf thus thro incogitancy, { cannot but affirm him to be the moſt mmprudent 
man in the world, and if he has done this with mature deliberation , 1 muſt 
declare him one of the boldeſt Calumniators as ever was, and amcertain there's 


no honeſt man of his Communion but will grant what 7 ſay of him and condemn 
this his proceeding, 


I proteſt before God with a ſincere heart, that I = 7 no wiſe concern'd 
at what Mr. Arnaud tells me. I have anſwer'd his Book, and am therewith 
content. But am troubled he ſhould ſpoil this Diſpute, which che pub- 
lick of cither ſide might read young with profic and pleafure, and having 
diſcrediied it, I fay , with paſlionate and violent expreſſions which cannor 


but diſguſt every man , he ſhould moreover finiſh it with raſh tranſports. 


wholly unbeſeeming him. What reaſon has he for ſuch a paſſion? I wrote 


theſe words in my Book, God will one day fhew, who they are that wrong his anger to _ 
Church, the light of his judgment will diſcover all things, yea, and I hope ſecond Trea- 


before this comes to paſs men will break thro this. ignorance, and then "twill 
be no longer neceſſary to'write in favour of Tranſubjtantiation..”-T here will be 


tiſe, part 2. 
ch 3. at the 
end of the 


no need of this courſe for a Reconciliation with Rome, aud regaining peoples Chapter. 


fawvour.; for when the face of things ſhall be changed , this worlds wiſdom will 


be uſeleſs. Here is my crime, chis the ſpark that has ſer all.on fire. We Book r1.ch.g; 
waderſtand, ſays he, this language, and Mr. Claude kuows well. exough what P*8* 1137. 


he has ſaid himſelf, and what interpretation.his words wilk bear, He means 
then the Author of the Perpetuity wrote not of Tranſubſtantiation by perſua- 
fion, but-out of policy, and for worldly.reſpetts. For when a Catholick Divine 
defends the Church to which he is united, if he believes what he ſays, we. muſt 
not ſearch for other reaſons of his undertaking the common cauſe of the Church 
#n whoſe truth he places his hope of Salvation deſerves ſufficiently fo be. defen- 
ded. * $0 that to charge the Author of the Perpetuity to write only out of pd 
litical and worldly reſpes, is to charge him with not believingwhat he wratet, 
and to give this account of it. i 0. iO {219 


THIS paſſion isaſtrange thing. Had Mr. Arnaud:confidered theis 
words with leſs heat, he would have found nothing in 'em'of whac he ſaw 
at firſt... I confeſs they may bei underſtood-in this lenſe thar/this itair'was 
politically manag'd , and with xeſpett to the obtaining” che:favour-of the 
Court of Rowe, and regain the peoples good will,; and that chisis a-world- 
ly wiſdom: But'rwillnot be foundiin 'em , That the Author of 'the 'Perpe- 
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tuity did not write by perſuaſion, but only thro policy, as Mr. Arnaud Ss, 
-gin'd. This he will not find. Why then does he extend my words be- 
ond rheir natural ſignification, and why does he wrong a man fo ſcanda- 
The Book en- ouſly on the imagination he ſaid what he did not ? We wnderſtand, fays he, 
es Tye q this language. He ſhews plainly he does not underſtand ir, ſeeing he char. 
Geneva of I- ges me with ſaying what I did not, and draws his Commentary only from 
—_— * , himſelf, and not from my words. Had I reproach'd Mr. Arzaud with the 
boly Sacrament Publick Writings printed againit him, wherein he is accuſed for formally 
o the Aiter. oppoſing the DoCtrin of Tranſubſtantiation , and the Real Preſence by a 
propoſition to be mer with in his Book of the frequent Communion 2 Had 

I told him that of late his opinion on the Euchariſt has been publickly in a 

Anſwer to the Letter treated as ſuſpicious, that he has been told , That if he be unwilling, 
requelt pre- together with his friends to be of nteligence with Geneya , he muff change 
ſented rothe ,p, 5 of the adoration which they perform aſſiſting at the Maſs to the Eleva- 


King, ec, : 
Book 2. ch. 6. to of the Hoſt ; for they fay only, 7 adore thee raiſed on the Croſs , at the 
P- 187, general judgment, and at the right hand of the Father, without any mention 


of adoring him being preſent in the Church. Had 1I ſeverely applicd my ſelf 
'to what he ſays ſomewhere in his Book, on the Principles of Des Cartes his 
Philoſophy, That God ſees in the matter, in the figures and forms only a dif- 
ferent order of parts, to conclude thence that this propoſition overthrows 
the exiſtence of accidents without a ſubject in the Euchariſt, and conle- 
quently that 'ris contrary to the common Doctrin of the Church of Rome, 
as it has been obſerv'd in a Letter Printed not long ſince , what tempeſts 
muſt I not have.expeCted, ſecing for having only hinted that there might be 
ſome policy in the Author of the-Perpetuitys works I haye raiſed ſuch a 


great diſturbance ? 


Book 11. ch.yg, Mr. ARNAUD proteſts: he will never for my ſake diſpenſe with the 
_Þ- 1132* | rules of Juſtice, that he will never devine my ſecret intentions. Let him nor 
then pretend to read inmy heart, nor attribute to me a myſtical ſenſe which 

I never-intended , nor is contained in my. words. All thoſe that believe 
Tranſubſtantiation are not-in a capacity of writing in its favour. Amongſt 

_ thoſe that are, how many do betake themſelves to ocher matters? Is ir not 

thena very likely matter that a perſon who is at liberty to write on any 

ſubje&, bur pitches upon Tranſubſtantiation, 1s it nor, I ſay, very likely his 

choice of this'point is grounded on fome worldly policy and carnal conſli- 

derations 2. In attributing this to him we do nothing bur what is very juſt 

and innocent. - And this is all that my words ſignifte, to pretend to know 

more of my mind, is to attempr a thing which is poſlible only to God , and 

yet this Mr. Arnaud would do, that he might have ſome colour tor his pal- 


fion. | 


- Mr. '4RNAU D I hope will ſuffer me likewiſe to tell liim that 
what I ſaid touching ſome words of the Author of the Perperuity, 
which I believed were not very advantageous to the common myſteries of 
our Religion, do neither reſpect his perſon nor the main of his ſentiments 
which I never pretended to handle, but only his expreſſions which I judged, 
and'ftilldo judg.to be too roughand vehement on points to which we can- 
not ſhew — reſpe&t+ We ought all of us to be very ciccumſpect in 
our way$ of ſpeaking, to give no occaſion to the open enemies of the Go- 
ſpel truths which we joyncly-profeſs. This is my opinion, and my words, 
will not- admit fairly of any other explicatiou. Can Mr. Ar»aud wonders 
we ſhould be offended te hear theſe queſtions, Why are the immortality of * 
ws oh | 
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the ſoul, and everlaſting bliſs ſo hidden, and as it were ſo buried in the Books 
of the Old Teſtament which are receiv'd into the Canon of the Jews 2 W by did 
* not Feſws Chriſt declare his Divinity in ſuch clear aad preciſe terms that "twete 
impoſſible to elude them 2 What may the Pagans ſay on what the Church teaches 
concerning Original Sin, and this wnconceivable tranſmiſſion of a crime, which 
1s a ſpiritual and voluntary ation, to all the Sons of him that committed it, 
altho they could not have any part in his ation, and of this dreadful condem- 
nation of all humane nature for the ny of ene man 2 Can he think it ftrange 
we have been troubled to hear the difficulties which the myſtery of the 
Trinity contains called dreadful difficulties, and to find 'em exaggerated in 
this manner: Were a man in this point to be guided by his reaſon , he muſt 
needs ſtart back at theſe inconceivable werities. Should he pretend to make uſe 
of its lights to penetrate them, ſhe will only furniſh him with arms to combat 
them, Who can bur be offended ar the propoſitions which are in this laſt 
work of Mr. Arnaud on the ſubject of proofs which I alledged our of the 


Perperuity of 
the Faith r:- 
tured, part I» 


Holy Scripture for the Trinity. That this will be very rational in the mouth B99 1e<ch.5, 


of a Catholick, becauſe he accompanies theſe proofs with the publick intelligence , 


of the while Church and of all tradition. But that theſe ſame proofs are in- 
finitely weak in the mouth of a Calviniſt without authority , without poſſeſſion, 


042, 


and who renoances Tradition and the Churches Authority. That Mr. Claude, Page 1043. 


(who alledges the beſt part of what there ts in the Scripture concerning the Tri- 
nity and Divinity of Jeſus Chriſt) overthrows the Socinians beyond all remedy, 
yet in ſuch a manner as is more likely to make 'em laugh than to convert 'em, 1 
do not believe thele queſtions or propoſitions are juſtifiable, take 'em how 
we we will ;.but ſuppoſing they were, it muſt be granted they are con. 
ceiv'd in ſuch rough, dangerous, and exceſſive terms, that 'tis for the pub- 
lick edification to ayoid 'em, yea and to cenſure 'em. 


BUT in fine, we muſt leave theſe Perſonal Differences which cannot 
bur be diſpleaſing. And therefore we will come to the Preface of my An- 
ſwer to Father :N(#2t, which ſeems to have much incenſed Mr. Arnaud, and 
ſeeing he ſeems to be much concerned at it, we will endeavour to fatisfie him 
about it. Whar then does this Preface contain which is ſo troubleſom and 
grievous? I confeſs we have mention'd a matter of fact in it wherein theſe 
Gentlemen have been concern'd ; to wit, that their Book was refuſed an 
Approbartion : but this was a point which ſhew'd the reafon why this An- 
. {wer was publiſh'd againſt Father Neiet, a fact moreover that was true and 
known by every body. We have drawn thence a conſequence which was 
not advantageous to Mr. Arnaud, 'tis true; but a conſequence which is ve- 
ry natural : tor that Gentleman whoſe approbation was ſought for to this 
laſt work of Mr. Arnaud , and who refuſed it; is a publick perſon who gives 
not his Approbations as a private man , buc as holding a rank and very 
conſiderable employ in one of the moſt famous Univerſities in Europe. If 
the face of things has been ſince altered, Mr. Arnaud knows the reaſon of 
it; and we too. We have uſed ſome expreſlions of railtery, and this per- 
haps has moſt troubled Mr. 4rnaud; but who ever told him that raillery 
ought to be wholly baniſh'd from a Diſpute. Not to fetch examples elſe- 
where, we know very well that theſe Gentlemen have oft uſed it in their 
Writings, and not without ſucceſs; and not to go further, Mr. Arnaud him- 
ſelf has not abſtain'd from it in this laſt Book he wrote againſt me. I do nor 
take it ill, for I had rather atany time fee him merry than angry. 


] com- 
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I complain'd in this Preface of my being brought in impertinently into 
the vr" and nullities againſt the order of rhe Arch-Biſhop of Parzs.. Bur 
I believe *twill be now acknowledg'd thar I had reaſon to admire what was 
faid therein of me., in charging me with inconceivable boldneſs in denying 
the moſt evident matters, and maintaining the moſt falſe ones. This has oc- 
caſion'd my making a more general complaint, which is, rhar theſe Gentle- 
men omit no occaſion of teſtifying their averſion to us in 2 very tharp and 
ſevere manner, and many times withoutany prerence ax cauſe. Tofſay here- 
upon, as Mr. Arnaud does, that they never ſpeak otherwiſe than ?r#ly and 
ju(tly, and herein only obſerve the Principles of their Religion, this is to te- 
ſtifie further his rhe and aſſert a thing the leaſt favourable imaginable 
to the Church of Rome. For here the queliion is aot concerning the main 
of. our Controverſies, nor whether we have reaſon or nor, Thisis a mar- 
ter which we do not pretend to meddle with ina Preface , and when this 
{hall be the point we ſhall be able ro ſhew thar 'tis neither with rruth , nor 
reaſon that theſe Gentlemen ſpeak of us as they do. The queſtion here is 
touching the manner after which they ſpeak, ever rending us with injurious 
exprelſions ? To fay that *tis their Religion which inlpires them wirh cheſe 
motions, and perſuades rhem this way of procceding 1s juſt and reaſonable, 
is to impure -to their Religion a thing which will render it odious, and 
of which I believe 'tis no wiſe guilty ; for how many perions do we {ce who 
are noleſs Roman Catholicks than theſe Gentlemen , who ſpeak and write 
as well as they, and yet donot uſe their way of proceeding. It I have at- 
tributed their affe&ed animoſity to the defire they have of freeing them 

ſelves from all ſuſpicions that they held inrelligence with us , what 1s ther: 
inall this which may juſtly offend them. -Have not rheſe ſuſpicions beer; 
made publick, and have we not ſeen Books Printed whoſe Titles deciarcc 
mote than bare ſuſpicions? This is a thing which did not invent at leiſure, 
neither one of my conjefures, nor a poſſible Romance, nor a particular fecrer 
which I have imprudently divulged, but a matter of fa&t which others be- 
fides my ſelf have publiſh'd ,, and which is known by every body. 1s Mr. 
Arnaud oftended at my imputing to him the deſire of clearing himſelf from 
this ſuſpicion 2 I wiſh with all my heartrhis were the occaſton of his wrath, 
neither would I complain in this caſe , to be its ſacrifice. Bur I am atraid 
that in turning things. on this ſide, I ſhall pull on my ſelf a new quarrel 
more terrible than the firſt. © What reaſon has he then ro be angry 2 We 
are the only ſufferers in all this, we ſuffer in the ſuſpicion , we ſuffer in the 
juſtification , we ſuffer in the manner of the juſtification. Bur God give us 
grace to ſuffer patiently, and we hope he will not refuſe us that of perſeve- 
ring in our duty to him, and purſuing to the laſt 7rutb with love, rill we 
arrive at his Kingdom, where we ſhall find reſt after our labors, and where 
our reproach -will be turn'd into glory. 


AND here ſhall finiſh this Chapter and Book, and intreat Mr. Arnaud 
notto take any thing ill which I have ſaid ro him , and ro confider that I 
maintain my Cauſe, a Cauſe of whoſe Goodneſs and Juſlice I cannot in the 
leaſt doubt.” Let him not think I have been ſet on work by a ſpirit of con- 
tention , I naturally hate it, and ſeveral perſons of Honor and Probity 
know I engaged in this Controverſie much againſt my will, my remper in- 
Clining me rather to live retired and quiet, Neither let him think I thought 
of diminiſhing in any ſort the Reputation which he has acquired in rhe 
world. I rake itas a great honor to be found in the liſts with him ; and as 
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to his perſon, whatſoever ſharpneſs. he has uſed towards me , he ſhall al- 
ways find me reſpecting his ingenious qualifications. It he be difpleaſed 
ro find himſelt deceived in the great hopes which he conceiv'd touching 
the Greeks, Armenians, and other Eaſtern Churches, this will ſhew him he 
muſt not always judg of things from their firſt appearances. That which 
deceived him is, that he has taken for the true Greek Church a Party of 
Greeks which has been a long time a forming and which the reſt call z4.n»4- 
@egres , Which is to fay , thoſe who are in their hearts and opinions Latins, 
alcho outwardly profellors of the Greek Rites , and live amongſt the reſt in 
the fame Communion. "Twas this Party who for ſo long a time oppoſed 
Meletus the Patriirch of Alexandria , and Cyril his Succetive afterwards 
Pattiarch of Conſtantinople, and who in fine o'rewhelm'd C yril by the aſli- 
ſtance of the Court of Rome, as I have elſewhere faid that Allatizs him- 


ſelf has acknowledged, and as I proved in the 12th. Chapter of the . 


faid Book. Since this great Victory which was follow'd by the promotion 
of Cyril of Beroe the Jeſuits Diſciple, and a great favorer of the Latins, to 
the Patriarchate of Conſtant inople,l do not doubt but this Party has mightily 
{trengthen'd itſelf, and that ſeveral amongſt 'em have declared rhemſelyes 
more loudly and openly than they did before. In efte& *rwas abour this 
time that a certain Greek of this Party called Meletus Syrigus wrote a Ca- 
rechiſm which was ſign'd in the two pretended eondemnarions of Cyril Lu- 
car, the one under Cyril of Berce, and the other under Parthenins , with 
this Title op:%dd5O@- ougague © xg-A'wns © xmonnmniis enxAnocs f adm 
Aus, Which is to lay, An Orthodox Confeſſion of the Catholick Apoſtolical and 
Eaſtern Church , in which he aſſerts the converſion of the tubſtances of 
Bread and Wine into thoſe of the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt , with 
the ſubſiſtence of accidents without a ſubje&t, and uſes the very term of 
pelvowns, If Mr. Arnaud has meant by the Greek Church the perſons of 
tiiac Party, I havealready declared to him, and again tell him that I have 
not diſputed againſt him. We do not pretend to diſpute the Conqueſts of 
che Miſſions and Seminaries , let him peaceably enjoy 'em, we mean only 
the true Greeks , who retain the DoCtrin and ancient expreſſions of their 
Church. And as to thoſe, we are certain of two things, the one that they 
hold not the Tranſubſtantiation of the Latins ; which I believe I have 
clearly proved; and the other that they alone ought ro be called the true 


Greck Church, altho the contrary Party were the moſt prevalent, and po: , 


leſſed rhe Patriarchates. Mr. Arnaud himſelf has told us that rheſe Scars 
are diſpoſed of by the ſovereign authority of the Turks ro thoſe that have 
moſt money, and we know moreover the great care that has been taken to 
eſtabliſhthe Roman Dodtrins in theſe Countries, chro the Neglect and Ig- 
noratice of tlie Prelates, Monks, and People, whether by inſtructing their 
Children, or gaining the Biſhops, or filling the Churches with the Scholars 
of Seminaries, and other like means which I have deſcrib'd at large in my 
ſecond Book. Mr. Arnaud perhaps will anſwer thar he likewiſe maintains 
on his ſide, that this Party which teaches Tranſubſtantiation is the rrue 
Greek Church, and the other bur a Cabal of Cyril's Diſciples. I anſwer, 
that to decide this queſtion, weneed only examin which of theſe rwo Par. 
ties retains the DoCtrin and Expreſſions of the ancient Greeks ; for thar 
which has this Chara&ter muſt be eſteem'd the true Greek Church, and nor 
that which has recciv'd novelties unknown to their Fathers. Now we have 
clearly ſhew'd that the converſion of Subſtances , Tranſubſtantiation, and 
the Real Preſence, are DoCtrins and Exprefiions,ot which the Greeks of for- 
mer Ages hayc had no knowledg ; whence it follows that the Party which 
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admits theſe Doctrins and Expreſlions, are a parcel of Innovators which 
muſt not be regarded as it they were the true Greek Church. Let Mr. Ar- 
»aud, and thoſe who read this Diſpute, always remember that the firſt Pro. 
poſition of the Aurhor ot the Perpetuzty is that in the x th, Century at the 
time of Berenger's condemnation, the Greeks held the Real Preſence and 
Tranſubſtantiarion, that this is the time which he choſe , and term'd his 
fix'd point, to prove from hence that theſe DoCtrins were of the firſt eſta- 
bliſhment of Religion; and conſequently perpetual in the Church. Whiels 
I deſire may be carefully obſerved to prevent another illufion , which may 
be offered us, by transferring the queſtion of the Greeks of that time ro 
the Greeksat this, and to hinder Mr. Arnaud and others from triumphing 
over us when it thall happen that the Miſſions and Seminaries; and all the 
reſt of rhe intrigues which are made uſe of ſhall deyour the whoie Land of 
Greece. For in this caſe the advantage drawn hence againſt us will be of 
no value; 'twill neither hence follow, that the Do&trins -in queſtion have 
been perplex'd in the Church, nor that the Greek Church held 'em in the 
time of Berenger's condemnation ; and what I fay touching the Greeks, I 
ſay likewiſe touching the other Eaſtern Churches over which the Roman 
Church extends its Miſſions and Care as well as the Greeks. 


AS to what remains, let not Mr. Arnaud be offended that in the refu- 
tation of his Book in general, I have every where ſhewed the little juſtice 
and ſolidity of his reaſonings, and eſpecially in the refurtarion of his firſt, 
fixth, and tenth Book. I acknowledg he has wrote with much Wit , Ele- 
gancy, and polite Language, and attribute ro the detect of his fubje&t, whar. 
ſocver I have noted;to be amiſs, either in his Proofs, or Anſwers : bur 'tis 
very true, the world neyer ſaw ſo many illuſions and fuch great weakneſs, 
in a work of this nature ; and all that I could do was to uſe great con- 
deſcentions, in following him every where to ſet him ſtrair. I have only 
now to beſeech Almighty God to bleſs this my Labor, and as he has given 
me Grace to undertake and finiſh it, ſo he will make it turn to his Glory 
and the Churches Edification. A M E N. 
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Advertiſement. 


HOSE that ſhall caſt their eyes on this .Anſwer', will. be at 
firſt apt to think theſe Critical Queſtions belong only to Scho- 
lars. Whereas we haye bere ſeveral: important: matters of 

fatt, which are m a manner neceſſary to-the full underſtanding of the 
Controverſte of the Euchariſt. The Church of Rome pretends we have 
forſaken the Ancient Faith, and that. Berenger. was one of: the: firft who 
taught our Doftrm in the beginning of the 1 1ths, Century." We:0n the 
contrary maintain 'tis the Roman Church that has departed from the An- 
cient Belief ; and that 'twas Palchalus Ratbert;,, who in the-beginning 
of the gth. Century taught the Real Preſente, + and; the Subſtantial \Con- 
verſion. And to this m ſhort may: be reduced, the\whole:\Controver ſie 
which was between Mr. Claude and Mr. ArnauiJ.\. i Viv. * 

Mr, Claude has ſtrenzoufly-and clearly fhewed that as many Authays 
as were of any Repute im the 9th, Century; have oppoſed the-Dodtrin of 
Paſchaſus ; and that conſequently Palchaſns mnſfthe.rejpeFted 45.4 real 
Innovator. Now amongſt theſe Writers , Mr. Claude produces John 
Scot, or Erigenus, and Bertram, or Ratram a Religious of Corby, 
two of the greateſt Perſonages of that Age, and ſhews they wrote both of 
'em againſt the Novelties which Paſchalus had broach'd, that one of 
'em Dedicated his Book to Charles the Bald, King.f France, and the 
other likewiſe wrote his by the ſame King's Order. That the firſt having 
lived ſome time in this Prince's Court, died at laſt in England in great 
reputation for his bolineſs of Life ; that the other was always eſteem'd and 
reverenced as the Defender of the-Chrrch, - which -feems to be decifive in 
our favour. | 

Mr. Arnaud on bis fide, finding himſelf toucht to the quick by the 
conſequence of theſe Proofs, has uſed his laſt and greateſt Endeavours to 


overthrow or weaken 'em. And for this purpoſe has publiſh'd at the end of 


his Book two Diſſertations, the one under his own name , and the other 
under the name of a Religious of St. Genevieve , whoſe name is not 
mention'd. In the f:rſt, which is under the name of the Religious, be 


dpes two things ; for firſt, be endeavours to perſuade that the Book of 
the Body and Blood of our Lord i not in effe# Ratram's,but John 


Scot's : And in the ſecond place he endeavours to decry John Scor, 

and deprive him of all Efteem and Authority. In the other Diſſertation, 
Mr. Arnaud pretends that whoſoever was the Author of this Book, Mr. 
Claude has not rightly comprebended the ſenſe of it, and that this Book 
does not combat the Doftrin of Palchalus, And thus Mr. Arnaud 


pretends 


. 
re eee _ 
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pretends to diſcharge bimſelf of Mr. Claude's proof , ſo that to take 
away from bim this laſt ſubter fuges, and re-eſtabliſh this part of Mp; 
Claude's prof, itis: Jee#ſſary th Jhew clearly that the lutle Book of 
our Lordf#Body irid Blood, is in effett Ratram's , and that this 
Book is direttly oppoſite to the Doftrin of Palchaius, and that John 
Scot #s.an 4uthor whoſe" Teſtimony is of great 'weight and authoricy : 
which-19 what 1 have undertaken to'do in this Wfber : And 1 hope theſe 
kind of Elucidations: will ot be deemed unprofitab!e , Or unpleaſant, 
Moreover,  T' did not thmk my ſelf oblig'd to enter into a particular Ex4a- 
mination of the ſecond Diſſertation touching Bertram's Book , becar ſe 
the Fliſtory\which T make of this \Book , the judgment which thoſe -f 
the Church of. Rome have made of it at ſeveral times , with what My. 
Claude alledges concerning it 'm the: 1 1th. Chapter of his ſixth Book, 
are "ſufficient to" ſhew clearly that this Author has direftly combated the 
Dottrm of *Paſchalus, without offering to tire the Readers, with trouble- 
ſom repetitions. Moreover , we bope to give the Publick jn a ſhort 
time a tranſlation of. Bertram's Book ,, which being but a [mal Trea- 
tiſe,xequiresonly an bogrs-teadng, in which every one may ſee with their 
- owneyes what's bis tyue";ſenſe,” without a more tedious ſearch after it in 
Mr- Arhaud's Axgitments, or mine. 
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THE FIRST PART. 


Wherein is ſhew'd that the Book of the Body and 
Blood of our Lord , Publiſh'd under the name of 
Bertram is a work of Ratram a Monk of Corbie, 
and not of Fohn Scot. 
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CHAP. L 


An Account of the ſeveral Opinions which the Doftors of the Roman 
Church have offered touching this Book , to hinder the advantage 


which we draw from it. 


T HE Book of Bertram , of the Body and Blood of our Lord ha- 


ving been Printed at Cology in the year 1532. the DoCtors of 
the Roman Church have judg'd it fo little favourable to 'em, 
that they have thought themſelves neceſſitated to deprive it of 
all its authority, and to cry it down cither as an Heretical Book , or a for- 
ged piece, or ar leaſt as a Book corrupted by the Proteſtants. 


IN 
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Book 1. of IN the year 1559. thoſe that were employed by the Council of 7rexr 
—_ cuig. for the examining of Books, placed this in the rank of Heretical Authors of 
114. Clen.7111. the firſt Claſſis; the reading of which ought to be forbidden. Their judg- 
_ _ ment was publiſh'd by Ps IV. and follow'd by Cardinal Bel/armin and 
Prefat. in Bill. Quiroga, and by Pope Clement VIII, and Cardinal Sandoval. 

Sant, 

SIXTYUS of Sienne treats this Book no better in 1566. he tells us 
tis a pernicious piece, wrote by Oecolampadus , 2nd publiſh'd by his Diſci- 
ples under the name of Bertram, (an Orthodox Aurhor) to make ir the 
better received. , Poſſevin the Jeſuit, and ſome others, tollowed the opini- 

Proleg in 29p4r. on of Sixtus , and carried on the ſame accuſation againſt the Authors of 


the impreſſion of this Book, 


BU T beſides that the Biſhop of Rocheſter cited it againſt Occolampadus 

| himſelf inthe year 1526. which is to ſay , ſix years before 'twas Printed, 
On Roſes: the ſeyetal ManuſEipts which have been ſince found in Libraries, have 
occoleny, ſhewed thar this accuſation was unjuſt and raſh, which has obliged the Au. 


* &dv. Otcolamp. | 
Artic. 2. thofof the Diſſertation (which I examin) to leave it , and confets, that this 


Impreſſion was true, 


Indi:, Belgic. * .T'F, was without-doubt from the ſame reaſon that in 1571, rhe Divines of 
voce Bertram. Doway took another courſe than rhat of the entire proſcriprion of the Book; 
Altho, fay they, we do'not much eſteem this Book , nor would be troubled were 
it wholly loft ; but ſeeing it has been ſeveral times Printed , and many have 
read it, and its name is become famous by the Prohibition which has been made 
of it, the Hereticks knowing it bas been prohibited by ſeveral Catalogues, 
that moreover its Author was a Catholick Prieſt, a Religious of the Convent of 
Corbie, beloved: and conſidered not by Charlemain, but by Charles the Bald, 
That this W, riting ſerves for an Hiſtory of all that time, and that moreover 
we." (uffer in ancient Catholick Authors ſeveral Errors, extenuating them, ex- 
cuſing them, yea often denying 'em by ſome tergiverſation :invented expreſly, 
or giving them a commodious ſenſe when they are urged againſt us in- Dif. 
putes which we have with our Adverſaries, we therefore ſee no reafon why 
Bertram ſhould not deſerve the ſame kindneſs from us, and why we ſhould not 
review and corref him, cur non eandem'recognitionem mereatur Bertram- 
nus, leſt the Hereticks ſhould ſcoffingly tell us we ſmother Antiquity, and pro- 
hibit enquiries into it, when 'tis on their fide ; and therefore we ought not to 
be troubled that there ſeems to be ſome ſmall matters which favor them , ſee- 
ing we Catholicks handle Antiquity with ſo little reſpeft, and deſtroy Books 
as ſoon as ever they appear contrary to us. We ought likewiſe to fear leſt the 
Prohibition which has been made of this Book, ſhould cauſe its being read with 
greater 'greedineſs, not only by Hereticks, but alſo by diſobedient Catholicks, 
that it be not alledged in a more odious faſhion, and in fine, do more hurt by 


its being prohibited than if "twere permitted. - 


TH US do the Divines of Doway ingeniouſly declare their opinion how 
Books ought to be dealt with, that do not favour their belief. They would 
not have Bertraw's Book prohibited, bur corrected. 


Lib.1.d+ Pref, GREGO RT of Valence and Nicholas Romeus follow the ſentiment of 
Chr.in Exch. the Doway Divines, but this expedient is become wholly impoſlible ſince 


2-P.1% there have been ſeveral Manuſcripts found in places unſuſpetted , and 45 
theſe 


m—_ Do om TT . . 
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theſe Manuſcripts appear wholly conformable to the Prints, as we are in- 7t Calvini ef- 


form'd by Cardinal Perron and fcveral others after him. Thus the Doctors 


of the Roman Communion finding 'emſelves taln nor only from their hopes 5pr2.8. cot.72. 


of making the world believe this was a falſe piece , but alfo of perſuading 
'em 'twas corrupted, havebcen forced to haye recourſe to freſh Councils to 
elude the advantage we make ot it. 


THE Preſident Maugsin ſecing then on one hand the Book could not Piſrt. Hip: + 
bedenicd to be true, and , acknowledging moreover that this Bertram to 717 + 13% 
whom 'tis attributed, is no other than Ratramxzus whom he lately mention'd 


with ſuch great Elogies, as being the detender of the DoCtrin of the Church 
concerning Divine Grace, he, I ſay, believ'd 'rwas beſt ro attempt the juſtify- 
ing him by any means from the crime of Hereſic touching the Euchariſt. 
And for this effect has bethought himſelf of maintaining that Ratramnus in 
the Book in queſtion , detends the fame Doctrin which Paſchaſus Latbert 
defended in that which he wrote on the ſame ſubje&t ; that both one and 
the other, to wit, Ratramnus and Paſchaſus had to deal with the ſame Here- 
ticks, to wit, certain Stercoraniſts (who according to Cardinal Per#on , ap- 
pearcd in the gth. Century) that they both of 'em admirably well agrce in 
defending the Catholick Church; fo rhat there can be no charge of Hcereſfic 
brought againſt Bertram, as they of his Communion had hitherto done 
without any reaſon. 


Mr. H ERM AN Canon of Beawvais has approved of this ſentiment 
of Mr. Maug«in ina Letter to Mr. De St. Beave, Printed in 1652. under the 
name of /terom ab Angelo forti ; and tis by this means he endeavours to 
defend Janſenias his Diſciples againſt Mr. Deſmareſts, Profeſſor in Divinity 
at Groningue , who argued againſt Tranſubſtanriation from the authority 
of this ſame Ratramnus, whom the Gentlemen of the Port Royal quored as 
one of the moſt famous Witneſles of the Beliet of rhe Church again{t rhe 
novyeltics of Molixa, 


I T ſeemsalſo that Mr. De St. Bewve does not diſapprove of. this opinion 
of Mr. Maugain and Mr. Herman in his Manuſcript Treatiſe of the Eucha- 
riſt, as we may collect from the Preface of D* Luc 4” Achery, on the ſecond 
Tome of his Spicilege. Yet bya ſtrange kind of injuſtice after rhe teſti- 
mony of Cardinal Du Perron, and others who have ſeen Bertram's Manu- 
ſcript, he ſtill ſuſpe&s it ro have ſuffered ſome alteration. Howſoever he 
would have us remember that Ratramnus died in the boſom of the Church, 
and bear with his oftenſive expreſſions. This is the part which thele two 
Gentlemen have taken for the preſervation of Ratramnus his authority, 
whoſe teſtimony is uſeful ro'em in other matters, 


CELLOT the Jeſuit on the contrary, deſigning in his Hiſtory of 
Gottheſchalc, and in his Appendixes , to oppoſe the ſentiments of Mr. Mau- 
gin in the ſubject of Grace, and to diſcredit its Champions , has attackr 
the perſon of Ratramnus. He does indeed acknowledg him tor the true 
Author of the Book of the Body and Blood of our Lord, but he does all 
that he is able to diſcredit it, and bercave it of all the Authority which 
theſe other Gentlemen attribute to it. Howſoever, he yields it to the Pro- 
reſtants as being for them , and maintains with Poſſeve , that alcho this 
Book may be read with correCtions, yet Pope Clement VHI. has done welt 


in prohibiting ir. | 
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OTHERS of better judgments in the Romiſh Communion have clear- 
ly foreſeen that if what Ce/or the Jeluir offers againſt Ratramnus is of uſe to 
him againſt the Diſciples of Fanſenius, and if his way of proceeding be ad- 
vantageous againſt the Adverſaries which he had at his back, *twas not the 
ſame 1n reſpect of us. For as faſt as he deprived his Adverſaries of fo fa- 
mous an Author as Ratramnus, in decrying him for an Heretick on the ſub- 
ject of the Euchariſt, he yielded him to us without any diſpute, and by 
rhis means does himſelf furniſh us with a very authentick Author againſt 
Tranſubſtantiation and the Real Preſence. They have believed then that to 
prevent the falling into this inconveniency, they muſt invent ſome other new 
means, which on one hand might be leſs bold , and. more likely than is that 
of Mr. Maugwin, Which cannot reaſonably be maintain'd, and which on the 
other would not give us ſo great advantage as Father Ce/lot has given us in 
placing Ratramnus abſolutely on our ſide. 


AND this is what Mr. Marca the deceafed Arch-Biſhop of Paris has 
ſeem'd to have done, when he offered as a new diſcovery that the Book in 
queſtion is of Fohn Scot,or Erigenus. For by means of this opinion he preten- 
ded to ſecure to Ratramnus his whole authority and reputation, and attribute 
at the ſame time to the Book of the Body and Blood of our Lord, the infamy 
of an heretical piece, according to the Decree of the Roman Cenſurers. We 
may charge Mr. De Marca with inconſtancy, ſeeing that in his French Trea- 
tiſe of the Euchariſt, which was publiſh'd ſince his death by the Abbot Fa- 
get his Couſin-german, he acknowledged that Bertram and Ratram were 
bur one and the ſame Author, and that the Book of the Body and Blood of 
our Lord is truly of Ratramnus. 


HOWSOEVER Mr. De Marca affirms in his Letter to De Luc 
Achery, wrote in 1657. Firſt, That the Book of the Body and Blood of our 
Lord is not of Ratramnus, as the learned have thoughr, Secondly, Thar 
tis Fohx's, furnamed Scot,or Erigenus. Thirdly , "That Fokn Scot acknow- 
ledging this Book was contrary to the Doctrin of the Church, publiſh'd ir 
under the name of Ratramws, by a famous Impoſture, to give it the more 
weight. Fourthly, That this Book is then the ſame which was condemned 
in the Council of Yerſeile by Leo IX. as Lanfranc reports, and was at length 
burnt in the Council of Rome under Nicholas Il. in r059, And thus does he 
reject his former opinion thro human weakneſs , from which the greateſt 
Wits are not exempt, and wherein a man eaſily falls when 'tis his intereſt ro 


_ be of another mind. 


Mr. De Marca well perceiv'd what a troubleſom thing it was to the Ro- 


-.,man Faith, to ſay that Paſchaſus, which is, as it were, the head of it, ac- 
+ cording to the Hypotheſis of the Proteſtants, was oppoſed by all the learn- 


ed and famous men which were then in the Church. He alſo well foreſaw 
that thoſe who would reflect on the perſon of Ratram, would be extremely 
{urpriz'd to ſee that upon the conteſts to which the Doftrin of Paſchaſus 
gave birth, Charles the Bald having conſulted Ratram, this great man took 
part with Paſchaſus his Adyerfaries. He knew likewiſe that 'twas this ſame 
Ratram, who was conſulted on the ſubje&t of Grace by the ſame Charles 
the Bald, and who ſhew'd himſelf fo zealous for the truth , that he feared 


Difſert. Hi. not to withſtand three times Zincmar his Arch-Biſhop, as Mr. Mavgain has 
c, 17. p-135- obſery'd, That this Ratram was fo famous in his time, that after theſe bick- 


crings 
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erings with Hincmar, Hincmar himſelt and the other Frefich Prelates, com- 
miſton'd him to-anſwer in their name the objections of the Greeks in the 
diſpute which aroſe between them and rhe Latins. There was no likelihood 
of making ſuch a one paſs for an Heretick, Moreover, Mr. Marta could 
not deny but that the Book of our Lords Body and Blood ought to be attri- 
butcd to Ratram, ſhould we refer our ſelves to the reſtimony of Sigebert. 


He himſelf calls it 2he little Book publiſhed by the Proteſtants, wider the name xyij. ad Pe 
of Bertram, and attributed to Ratram by Sipebert and Trithemius. He he. £4 # 4c 


lieved likewiſe he had gotren a certain proot that ſince the gth. Century this 
Book bore the title of Ratram, becauſe the anonymous Author publiſh'd by 
Cellot, reckons Ratram one of Paſchaſus's Adverſarics. And Mr. De Marca 
rook this anonymous Author tor an Author of the gth.' Century, as Perrou 
alſo rhoughr. What reniedy is there to theſe inconveniencies which appear 
to be of 1o great conſequence ? For, tor to take rhe part of Mr. Maugain, and 
to ſay that the Book in queſtion contains nothing but what is conformable 
' to the beliet of the Roman Church, is even according to him an unwarrant- 


able aſſertion. 


T O cxtricate himſelf out of theſe perplexities , :Mr. Marca beliey'd ir 
beſt to maintain that Jeb Scot was the true Author of this Book, that *twas 
John Scot himſelt that farhered it on Ratram, and that Cello?'s anonymous 
Author being ignoranit of this fat was deceived in what he wrote of ir. 
And this is the happy invention by which Mr. De Marca thought he mighr 
procure preat advantages to his Party: Firſt, He reduces both Paſchaſus his 
Adverſarics to one, which already diminiſhes the number of *em. Second- 
ly, He delivers Paſchaſus'fromthe hands of an adverfary who was conſtant- 
ly held for a moſt Orthodox Divine in his time. Thirdly , By this means 
he decrics this Book it ſelf by attributing it to an Author, who in the grth. 
Century drew on himſelf ſome Cenſures from the Councils of Yalence and 
Lavgres touching the queſtions of Grace, and whom the Roman Church 
condemned inthe 1th. at Yerceil, and at Rome on the matter of the Eu- 
chariſt. Fourrhly, He diſcharges his Church of che reproach of having 
condemned in the 11th. Century , and ſtill at this day condemning a Do- 
Arrin which was taught inthe gth. by an Orthodox Author, ſuch as was Ra- 
tram. Again, the name of John Scot has appeared to him very proper for 
the giving ſome colour to his'diſcovery , becaufe that in effect John Scot 
wrote likewiſe a Book on the {ubject oft rhe Euchariſt which he dedicated 
to Charles the Bald, and that this Book is loſt, whether by chance or on 
purpoſe, as it has alſo hapned to others, we cannot gueſs. 


WE may with great likelihood ſay that Mr. Arnaud and his friends have 
had the ſame intereſts as Mr. De Marca. Bur we may alſo add that they 
have had a particular reaſon which much contributes ro make 'em embrace 
Mr. De Marca's opinion, - and maintain with him that Ratram is not the An- 


T. 2. Spicil. 


thor of the Book inqueſtion, but Fohx Scot, or Erigenus. Mr. Claude has Anjwer to the 


ſhewed them in the famous Diſpure which they have had, that having once Per 


eſteemed Ratram for the Oracle of his time, and for the great defender of 5066. a—_— 


the Orthodox Dottrin of Divine Grace, 'tis not fair to refuſe his teſtimony 
now on the Euchariſt, and treat him as an Author of 'fmall importance, 
that this is an expoſing of a'man's ſelf plainly ro rhe reproach' of injuſtice 
and lightneſs. They muſt then deliver themſelves at any rate from the im- 
portunity of rhis Book, and abſolutely deny that 'tis Ratram's. Bur the way 
rodo it handfomly is difficult, ſceing the Author of rhe Perpetuity ſeems'to 

Nnnn 2 have 


petuity, 
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have acknowledg'd that Bertram and Ratram were but one and the fame 
perſon, and thar he was the real Author of the Book in queſtion. To per 
out of this yexatious fuit, a Religious of S. Genevieve, whoſe name is not 
mention'd, opportunely offers himſelf. He ſends a Diſſertation touching John 
Scot and Bertram, wherein he makes a third Party between, Mr. De Marc 
and the Author of the Perpetuzty, ro wit, that the Book is John Scot's ; but 
an obſcure and Dr hdr iece. . Mr. Arnaud adopts this Dillertation, 
and publiſhes it at the end of his Book. Sothar properly\neither rhe Au- 
thor of the Perpetuztyretrats, nor Mr. Arnaud who contradiCts him ; but 
an anonymous Religious who gives us his conjectures. . And by this mcans 
all is made whole again, and the Confeſſion which the Author of the Per- 
petuity has made is no more at fartheſt than the error of one man. 


—_— — — — —— — 
—  —- —  =_— ——2 
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CHA P. 1I.- 


That what the Author of the Diſſertation would reform in the Opinion 
of ' Mr. De Marca, does net at all make it the more probable. 


HAT which the Author of the Diſſertation has changed in the 

| "conjecture of Monſicur De Marca, to make it a little more toler- 
.able, may be reduced to theſe three things. Firſt , He will have 

the ſuppoſition ot this Book rqbe made, not by Fohn Scot himſelf in rbe 
gth. Century, as Mr. De Marca ſays, but by Berenger, or thoſe of his Party 
towards the end of the xxth. Secondly, He pretends that in reſpect of the 
Title, the ſu pofirion has not been fnade barely under the name of Katram ; 
but that tho who have made the change have made the Book paſs under the 
name of Bertram, or that of Bertramnus, or under that of Ratram,or Intram, 
or Ratramnus, or perhaps under ſeveral of theſe different names, but indiffe- 
rent Copics.Thirdly,He will hayeit to be in reſpett of the ſenſe of the Book 
but an obſcure and perplex'd piece, whereas Mr, De-Marca openly acknow- 
ledges it to be heretical, incapable of a good cxplicarion, and juſtly cenſured. 


B U'T wecannot conceive how Mr. De Marca's conjecture will appear 
more probable by theſe new corre&tions. In effett if it be unjuſt in Mr. De 
Marca to accuſe without proof, witneſſes, or ground, and even without any 
probability Fobz Scot of an impoſture fo great as this is, what judgment 
muſt we make of the accuſation which Mr. Arnaud brings under the name 
of the Author of the Diſſertation, againſt Berenger or his followers? Who 
has revealed to him the myſtery of this ſuppoſition which he ſo hiſtorically 
deals, out to us 2 Where are the Adverlarics of Berenger who have re- 
proached him with this deceit, or thoſe of his Party 2 Where are the Ma- 
nuſcripts which help him to this diſcovery 2 'Tis apparent there needs a great 
ſtock of confidence to form accufations of this conſequence without any 
proof. For my part I may accuſe the Diſciples of Paſchaſus with more likeli- 
hood for having attributed their Maſters Books to names of far greater re- 
nown than his. Whilſt I write this, I have before me the Treatiſe of the 
Perpetual Virginity of the Holy Virgin, of which in fine we know Paſchaſus 
to be the Author, Yet has this Book paſſed hitherto tor S. Hidephonſus's, 
Arch-Biſhop of Toledo; and in a Manuſcript which I have by me, it appears 
that this ſuppoſition.is made deſignedly by a Prieſt of the oth. Century, 


named 
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named Gomezan, who pretends that this Book was brought from Spary by a 
Biſhop called Gotiſcalc : and this good man has carried on'the p——_ 
far astocorrupr the Catalogue of S. Hildephonſus his wotks, by inſerting 
in 'em rheſe words which are to be found in the Edition of Mirzus as well as 
in the Manuſcript, Ze wrote—a lirtle Book of the Virginity of the Holy Pr. 
gin, againſt three [nfidels. We know likewiſe that Paſchaſms ns Book touch- 
ing the Euchariſt, was fatherd on the famous Kaban , as appears fromthe 
Cologn Edition in 1551. and from the Manuſcripts -of ahichthe Authot of 
the Diſſertation ſays he has anorher of *em in his hands; altho ir be cetrain 
that Paſchaſus is the Author of this Book, and: that Rabay was of 4 con- 
trary opinion to Paſchaſus. But without ſuch appearance, and wirhout any 
ground, proof, or Witneſſes, we muſt be grayely rold, that Berengey or his 
Diſciples, who were nor convinced nor accuſed of any ſuch thing , have fa- 
thered on Bertram the Book which was condemned at Yerſeil and Rome, 


and which is in cftc& Fohy Scots, and that fix hundred years after we muſt. 


be informed ' of this pretended fuppoſition, which no body before ever 
imagin'd : what is this bur impoſing on the Readers credulity. 


TH E ſecond change which the Author of the Diſſertation makes of Mr. 
De Marca's ſentiment is a mere cavil that has no foundation, as I ſhall ſhew 
hereafter. In efte& Mr. De Marca as well before as ſince his new conjecture, 
has acknowledg'd that Bertram and Ratram are bur one and the ſame. 


AND as to what that Author imagins in the third place that Mr. De 
Marca was miſtaken in his maintaining that Bertraw's Book is plainly 
againſt Tranſubſtagriation, and the Real Prejence ; whereas it dught'only 
to paſs for an obſcure and perplex'd Writing, 'tis evident this was to fave 
the Author of the Perperuitys reputation. ln effect if he had not this con- 
ſideration, how could he content himſelf with barely treating this Book as 


obſcure and perplex'd, ſeeing he himſelf fuppoles rhat 'tis Fohn Scots 2 Firſt, 


Does he not know that Scoz's Book was condemned by the Synod of Yerceil 
as an Heretical piece. Secondly, Thar 'rwas fo before at Paris by a kind 
of Synod who cenſured it in the ſame terms. Thirdly,” 'That another Cournt- 
cil at Rome cauſed it to be burnt fix years after the Conncil of Yercetl. 
Fourthly, That John Scot's Book was compoled on chis platform, - That the 
Sacrament of the Altar is not the true Body nor true Blood of our Lord, but 
only a memorial of his true Body and Blood , as Hincmar and Aſcelin ſay. 
Fitthly, That Berenger has rakenthe Book of Fohn Scot for an authentick 
teſtimony of his Faith, and Laxfranc alſo for an avowed adverſary of Paſ- 
chaſus. Sixthly, That inthe 12th. Century CeZor'S anonymous Author te- 
ſtifies the Author of this Book wasrefpected as an adverfary to Paſchafus, 
in the ſame manner as he had been in the preceding Century. Seventhly, 
That ſuppoſing Bertram's Book be John Scot's, whatſoever I now mentior'd 
muſt be referred to him. Eighthly, 'Thar in efte& Bereram's Book was atrri. 
bured to Occolampadirs. Ninthly, That it was proferibed by I know not 
how many expurgatory Indexes. Tenthly , That the Divines of Dvway 
and others with 'cmn, not being able ro admit the Do&@rin, have: affiriti'd rm 
has beenalrered. In fine, that the Author of the Diſſertation himſelf ae. 
knowledges that Berenger or his Diſciples conſidered this Book as a Buek- 
ler for 'em, which 'twas their intereſt to preſerve at the expetiee of the grear- 
cſt fraud and treachery. n 


DARE thc Author of the Diſſertation fay that Fiinemar —— 
the 


Durand. Troar, 
de Corp. & 
Sang. Chr. 
part 9. 

De Predeft. 
cap, 31, Epift. 
ad Berenger. in 
Lanf. oper. 


_ 
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the ſentiment of John Sco? berter than Fohy Scot himſelf , that the Conncits 

of the 11th, Century have raſhly condemned a Writing which at moſt/was 
bur an obſcureand perplex'd one ? That Pope Leo IX, Nicholas-II. and the 
I 1.3 Biſhops which conſtrained Berenger to burn John Scor's Book were de- 
ceived in it, that Berexger nor his Adverſfarics, nor his Diſciples, have nor 
comprehended what made for;'em or againſt 'em during ſeveral years Diſ- 
pute, and that in fine the x2th, Century remain'd in as great an ignorance 2 
I wonder how. the Author of rhe Diſſertation, or Mr. 4rmaud can ſpeak of 
this Book as they do; whichis to fay , thar it is obſcure and perplexed, in 
ſuppoſing John Scot to be the Author of it. I can fcarcely believe that if 
theſe Gentlemen do fatisfie themſelves, they can allo fatisfie the ingenuous 
of their own party that have read it. Bur: that I may handle more fully 
rhis point, I intend to cſtabliſh clearly rwo things, Firſt , That this Book of 
the. Body and Blood of our Lord publiſh'd under the name. of Bertram, is 
in effe& Ratram's, and not John Scot's. Secondly, That the authority of 
this Book will not ceaſe to be very conſiderable, ſuppoſing Fohn Scot were 
the Author of it. I hope I ſhall commodiouſly reduce under theſe two 
heads, whatſocycr the Author has treated of greateſt importance in his 


Diſſertation. 


CHAP. IIL 


That Ratram is the Author of the Book of our Lords Body and 
Blood, publiſh'd under the name of Bertram. 


be brought for theſe kind of Fa&ts, Secondly , I ſhall produce 

the acknowledgment of the moſt/learned Romaniſts who have ac- 
knowledged this verity, even fince ſome of 'em have queſtion'd ir. Laſtly, 
T ſhall ſhew that this is not a diſcovery which Z/her firſt made, and thar 
whatſoever the Author of the Diſſertation brings againſt chat Pre'ates proofs 
cannot overthrow them. See here the proots. 


T O confirm this truth, I ſhall firſt bring as convincing proots as can 


FIRST, Sigebert a Monk of Gemblou, attributes in his Catalogue of 
Ecclefiaſtical Writers the Book of our Lords Body and Blood to the Author 
of the Book of Predeſtination: Now this Book of Predeſtination is acknow- 
ledged to be Ratram's, And in effe&t altho 'Suffridus Petrus , who cauled 
Sivebert's Catalogue to be Printed, has inſerted the name of Bertram in his 

dition, he does himſelf remark, that two Manuſcripts, one of the Abby 
of Gemblou, the other of the Priory of Yauvert , had diſtinitly the name 
of Ratram, and not that of Bertram. This teſtimony of Sigebert 1s 
conſiderable for three reaſons. Firſt , Becauſe he was one of the moſt 
inquiſitive Hiſtorians of his time , as appears by his Chronicle. Se- 
condly, Becauſe he did not write his Catalogue till he had ſpenc the greateſt 
part of his life inthe reading of the Authors of which he ſpeaks in his Ca- 
ralogue. Thirdly , Becauſe that having lived a great while in the 1 1th. 
Century (for he died but inthe year 11 1 3.) he hada particular knowledg ot 
what paſſed in the Diſputes between Berenger and his Adverſarics , and the 
Authors which were alledged on either hand. <= 


Cnae. II. As Anſwer to the Diſſertation, 285 


AS Trithemius in his Catalogue has followed Sigebert , excepting that 
he ſpoke more particularly of the Author of the Book of the Bod, and 
Blood of cur Lord, and of 7 redeſtination ; it is plain that althoit has likewiſe 
the name of Bertram, or Bertramnus, he defign'd Ratramnus, and that the 
rather, that 'tis undeniable : Firſt, That there was no Author of Bertram's 
name in the gth. Century. Secondly, Thar the Elogies which he gives to 
Bertram arc ſuitable only to Ratramnus, by the conſent of all learned men, 
That 'rwould be a wondertul thing , for neither 7rithemins nor Sigelert to 
mention a word of Katramnus, one of the moſt famous Authors ot the gth. 
Cenrury. 


SECONDLY, an anonymous Author, who apparently wrote ſince 
Algerus, which is toſay, about the year 1140. formally attributes to Ra- 
tramto have wrote a Treatiſe of the Body and Blood of our Lord againſt 
the ſentiments of Paſchaſus Ratbert, and dedicated it to the French King 
Charles the Bald. Now this is what agrees preciſely with the Book which 
bears the name of Bertram. For firſt, he dire&ly decides againſt the Do- 
Qin of Paſchaſus, altho he does notname lum, Secondly, It is dedicated 
to King Charles, Thirdly, The arguments which the anonymous Author 
relates as being common to Raban and Ratram, arc tound in the Book pub- 
liſh'd under the name of Bertram. 


THIRDLY, Theſtyleand Hypotheſis of this Book of Bertram are 
wholly the fame with choſe of other Writings of Ratram , as T ſhall make 
appear, But before we come tothis, behold another proot which alone is 
ſufficient ro decide our queſtion. 


FOURTHLY, Thereare Manuſcripts of the Book of the Body and 
Blood of our Lord, which bear the fame name of Ratram. Firſt , Thoſe 
that in 1532. cauſed this Book to be Printed at Cology , cxpreſly obſerve, 
that they preferred the name of Bertram betoreany other name of the ſame 
Author, which appeared to them leſs known. Let the Reader know, ſay 
they, that altho the name of this Author is tobe met with elſewhere expreſs'd 
in another manner, yet this name (to wit of Bertram) being moſt common and 
familiar, ought to he preferred before any other. This ocher name can be 
none but that of Ratramnus, which appear'd tothem leſs known than that 
of Bertram, only becauſe that in 1531. which is to ſay, a year before the 
Edition of the Book of the Body and Blood of our Lord, the Catalogue of 
the Eccleſiaſtical Writers of 7rithemius was publiſh'd at Cology it ſelf , and 
therein mention made of this Author under the name of Bertram, and not 
under that of Ratram. Secondly , The Divines of Doway had with- 
out queſtion ſome Manuſcripts of the Book of Our Lords Body and Blood 
under the name of Ratramnus, without which they could not fay of Ber- 
tram, what they have ſaid. Thirdly, Cardinal Perroz atteſts he faw at r mic. r-- 
Mr. Le Fevre's the Prince's Tutor , an ancient Manuſcript of the Book of 99 Bt 


lib. 2.081, 
the Body and Blood of our Lord, under the name of Ratramnus. Aut _—_ mobs 


T HESE proofs be convincing to rational men; the only thing which 
has rais'd any ſcruple is the name of Bertram, which ſome Tranſcribers, and 
thoſe that have publiſh'd it from theſe Copies, have put in, inſtead of th& 
true name, which was Ratramnaus : bur this ſignifies lictle. For firſt, *cis 
certain that Bertram's Book was-written inthe gth. Century, in which -_ 

there 
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there was no Author named Bertram : ſo that this muſt needs be a corru- 
pted-name thro the ignorance of ſome Tranſcribers. Ic is then fitting toattri- 
bute this Bock to one of the Authors of thoſe times whoſe name comes 
neareſt tro thacof Bertram.Now 'tis certain therc is none which comes nearer 
than Ratram. Theophilus Raynaud the Jeluit has acknowledged this truth. 
Tloweafie has it teen, fays he, to confound Bertram and Ratram in ſo great 
an affinity and reſemblante of names. We may alledg two caules ot this 
confuſion which are very probable: Firſt, *T'was the cuſtom to give the 
name Beatus to illuſtrious men in the Church, inſtcad of Sartus, which has 
been ſince affeCtedly given 'em, of which there are thouſands of inſtances in 
Manuſcripts and Printed Books. *Tis then very likely that ſome Tranſcrt. 
bers finding in Manuſcripts the Title of this Book, B. Ratrami, or Be. Ra- 
trami, which ſignifies Beati Ratramni, they have imprudently joyn'd all 
theſe Letters , and made thereof but one name. Thus in the Edition of 
Aldus, inſtcad of reading P. Cornutus, which ſignifies Publius Cornutus, they 
havejoyn'd the Letters of the Manuſcript which ſhould be ſeparate, where- 
of they have made the barbarous name of Phornutus. Secondly, Ir 1s like. 
ly that the contormity of the letter B with the Letter R whichin the ancient 
Impreſſions and Manuſcripts, differ only in one ſtroak, may have given way 
to this Error. The likenels of Capital Letters has produced like changes, 
the Author of the Diſſertation himſclt tells us that in two Manuſcripts of 
the Abby of S. Yzttor, the Tranſcribers have written Babanus inſtead of 
Rabanus, And thus do we read in ſome Manuſcripts of Haimon of /al- 


berſtat, Raymo for Haymo, 


SECONDLY, Iris certain that in reſpe& of the Book it ſelf, there 
are none of the Authors of the 9th. Century to whom we can attribute this 
Book but to Ratram. This Book ſuppoſes in its Preface that there hapned 
a terrible diviſion between the Subjects of Charles the Bald touching the 
Euchariſt ; and that this Prince according to his Piety, ſearching rhe means 
to reduce to the. purity of the Faith pee. that had changed it, engaged 
the Author of the Book of our Lords Body and Blood to tell him his 
rhoughts on this ſubje&t. Now this time is exa&tly that wherein Ratram 
lived ; and theeiteem which Charles the Bald ſhews this Author, is pre- 
ciſely the ſame which he paid to Ratram,: in an occaſion like this, For his 
SubjeRts being divided on the matter of Grace and Predeſtination, he con- 
ſulted Ratramnus on this difference, and ſhewed how greatly he valued his 
judgment in Theological Queſtions. 


ALL theſe reaſons taken together do ſo well prove that the Book 
of the Body and Blood of our Lord is of Ratramnus, that thoſe who have 
not- conſider'd 'em all, have yet yielded to the evidence of thoſe they were 
acquainted with. We may moreover ſay, that if they have-not been cx. 
plain'd, they have been at leaſt acknowledg'd before Zſher by the Divines 
of Doway, whether they have ſeen Manuſcripts of the Book of the Body 
and Blood of our Lord, which bore the name of Ratram, as 'tis likely they 
did, or beliey'd with Raynaud, that this corruption of the name of Bertram 
did not hinder bur that Ratram muſt be acknowledg'd to be the Author of 
it. In effe&t, whence could they divine theſe thret things, Firſt , That 
Bertram was a Monk of Corby as well as a Prieſt, Trithemius and Sigebert 
having never ſaid fo, and the Title of the Book bearing Presbyteri, and not 
Monachi. Secondly, That this Book was not dedicated to Charlemain, but 


to Charles the Bald, altho the Edition runs Ad Carolum magnum. —_— 
- > ar 
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Thar the Author was a Catholick, Is nor this a fair acknowledgment that 
Bertram is no other than Ratram an Author in whom theſe three things 
meet; if wecompare the Title of the Book with what Authors fay , that 
have ſpoken of this Religious. This is the judgment of the Divines of 
Doway, whom ©ſher has only followed. 


AFTER the Divines of Doway and Biſhop 7ſher, who diſcovered this 

truth more diſtintly,Mr. De Marca was one ot the firſt who lent his hand 

to it, as appears from his Treatiſe in French of the Euchariſt wrote before 

the year 1640. and publiſh'd by Monſieur the Abbot Faget his Couſin. 
Theophilus Raynaud the Jeſuit has fince likewiſe follow'd the ſame fſenti- Eroten, p 133, 
ment in his Treatiſe of good and bad Books. Mr. Mauguin acknowledges it Piet. Hiſt 
likewiſe in his famous defences of Grate, whercin he has been tollow'd by > 134 
Mr. Hermon a Canon of Beauvatis , under the Title of ZI[ERON[MUS 

AB ANGELO FORTI. Cellot the Jcluit agrees in this point with Mr. Epit. 3. S. 
Herman and Mr. Maugain, altho he cliewhere oppoſes the later in ſeveral xii. ſq: 
things. De Luc 4 Achery and- Mr. De $. Beuve , have equally teſtifi'd they * ap _ ; 
wereof the ſame opinion , the one in his Preface on the firſt Tome of his «ot. ſh 
Spicilege, rh'other in his Manuſcript Lectures on the Euchariſt. | 


'TIS true that ſince the late conjeture of Mr. De Marca became pub- 
lick, ro wit that Fohy Scot is the Author of the Work of our Lords .Body 
and Bload, and not Ratram, De Lyc ſeems to yield to this novelty , and has Prefat. is 7.2. 
ſince been followed by the Author of the Perpetuity who ſpeaks of it in a 9. 
doubtful manner,and by the Author of the Dsſſertation which I examin, Bur oy ue Some. 
a while after the learned Jeſuit Labbeus oppoſed this conjefure of Mr. De Ec. p. 53. & 
Marca as handſomly as he could in a Book which he dedicated to him., For Sol 
in this Book he takes indifferently Bertram and. Ratram for one and the the Euchar. p; 
fame Aurhor. _ Mr. Pavillon alſo ingenuoufly ampage 5 in his Book 1% 53:55, 68, 
againſt Mr. Daill# that Ratram and Bertram are but one and the ſame per- 29> 97: 
ſon, ciring always Ratram of the Body and Blood of our Lord. The fa- Preſence of 
mous Jeſuit Ne#er againſt Mr. Claude ſhews in this matter the ſame ſincerity o_ Chriſt 


as Mr._Pavillon, and Mr. Arbuſti has follow'd them in his declaration. ma (woo 


"_ c<h.2. p. 264, 


HOWSOEVER. it be, atter the reaſons which F have alledged, I be. 
lieve I may affirm with all theſe learned men of the Church of Rome, that 
Bertram and Rattam are but one and the fame Author. Ir only then re- 
mains thar I refute ina few words what the Author of the Diſſertation of. 
fers moſt conſiderable againſt ſome of rheſe reaſons. , 


T O one of theſe reaſons, viz. that the Religious of Corby being. named Artic.s. of the 
Ratram, and Cellot's anonymous Author ſaying that Ratram wrote a Book Piſſert. on 
of the Body and Blood of our Lord; the Book. of the Body and Blood of our FR 
Lord, known under the name of Bertram, is then Ratram's : to this rea- 
ſon, I ſay, our Author anſwers , that altho Cel/or cauſed the name of Ra- 
tramnus tO be Printed in the rwo places of his Anonymous,whereinare men- 
tion'd Paſchaſus his Adverfaries; yer 'tis not thus found intwo Manuſcripts 
of the Abby of S. Yifor : but in the firſt there's Intramus, and in the e- 
cond Ratramnus, Cellot having cauſed the name of Ratramnus to be Printed 
contrary to what the Manulcripts bear. - 


BUT this anſwer is not ſufficient. Firſt, Cello has cauſed his Anony- 


mous to be Printed from Father $;rmond's Copy , who had taken it from a 
© ooo Many. 
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Manuſcript of Corby, and not from the Manuſcripts of the Abby of S. 73. 
or. Secondly, Theſe two Manulcriprts which are apparently falſe, are not 
ſoconſiderable as the Manuſcripts of the Anonymous, mention'd by 2ſher 
De Suezeſſ.” and others, which have all of 'em the name of Ratramnus, nor as the Manyu- 
Fceleſ-p- 39+ ſcript of the Book of the Body and Blood of our Lord which bears the name 
Ds Perron, Of Ratramnus , nor as the Manuſcripts of the Catalogue of Sigebert, of 
Book 2 Auth- which we have ſpoken. The Tutram of the Manuſcripts of the Abby of 
39-P *  S.Fidor, is the Tranſcribers taulr, who has disfigured the name of Rarram- 
nus, juſt as his Babanus is the famous Raban. 


De Sueet.Ec:t. TO another reaſon drawn from Sigebert, whomakes the Author of the 

as Book of Predeſtination, to wit Ratramnus, the Author of the Book of the 
Body and Blood of our Lord, and ot whom in effe& two Manuſcripts repre- 
ſent the name of Ratramus, inſtead ot Bertramus : to this reaſon, I ſay, the 
Author anſwers, Firſt, That the work of Bertram of Predeſtination 1s dit- 
ferent from that of Ratramnus , becaule that according to 7rithemius the 
work of Bertram contain'd only one Book, and was not dedicated to 
Charles the Bald, whereas that ot Ratram is decicated ro him, and contains 
two Books. Secondly, Thar all the Editions of Sigebert having conſtant. 
ly the name of Bertram, we may belicve that a fault has flipt into the Ma- 
nuſcripts of Gemblou, and of Yauvert , where we have the name of Ra- 
Framnus. 


BUT theſe rwo Anſwers are not fatisfattory : As tothe firſt, 7rithe- 
mius as well asgSigebert, fays poſitively in two places that the Book of Ber- 
: tram of Fredo nha is dedicated to Charles the Bald, and brings fuch 
reaſons for the proof of what he ſays , that there's no way to ayoid the 
force of his teſtimony. Sccondly, Either our Author ſuppoſes that 7rithe- 
minus ſaw a Treatiſe of Predeſtination under the name ot Bertram which con- 
tain'd only one Book, or he will have him not to have ſeen it, as he believes 
that 7rithemins has notſeen the Book of our Lords Body and Blood. If 
Trithemins has ſeen this Treatiſe of Predeſtination , what is become of it 
ſince Trithemius his time 2 How comes it to paſs no body ever heard of it, 
but this our Author ? If 7ritrhemius never ſaw it , why will our Author 
give credit to hrs teſtimony, when the queſtion concerns this Book of Pre- 
deftination, and yet will not have us believe what he ſays of the Book of 
the Body and Blood of our Lord. Thirdly, Our Author abuſes the paſſage 
of Trithemius, Trithemius has follow'd Sigebert , and by librum ſeems to 
underſtand opus a work, without having reſpett to the number of the parts 
of which it 1s compoſed ; unleſs we will ſuppoſe that one number has eſca- 
ped the Printer, and that inſtead of theſe words de Predeſtinatione j. 
we ſhould read de Predeſtinatione jj. which is very poſſible, and of 
which there are an hundred cxamples in the Catalogue of -7rirhemius now 
in queſtion. 


OUR Author's ſecond Anſwer is ſomething worfe than the firſt. I 
know but two Editions of Sigebert, that ci Suffridus Petrus , and 
that of Miress, which in my opinion has been publiſh'd from that of 
Suffridus, Now as far as one can judg of 'em, the Manuſcripts of Gem- 
Llou and Yawvert ought to be preferred to theſe Editions , becatſe the Ma- , 
nuſcript of Gemblou perhaps is the original of Sigebert's own hand , who 
wrote and died at Gemblouw, We know very well how great a difference 
there is between the Edition of the Chronicle of Sigebert by Mireus from a 


Manu- 
© 
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Manuſcript of Gemblou, and the other Editions publiſl'd from Manuſcripts See Z4!6. de 
which have been corrupred. Bur ſuppoſing this were nor Sigeert's own Serie. Jeab 
Hand-writing, 'tis certain the Monks of an Abby know beſt the hands of 
Tranſcribers who have preceded them in the ſame place. Ir is likely then 

that this Manuſcript was more correct than thoſe to be mer with elſewhere. 

This Manuſcript of Gemblou is moreover confirm'd by the Manuſcript of the 

Priory of YVauvert, and in fine by the —_ ot the Book of the Body 

and Blood of our Lord, which bear the name of Ratramnas , as F have re- 
preſented. 


OUR Author acquits himſelf not much better in another Argument 
which one may draw trom this, that in the Book of the Birth of Chriſt, Ra- 
tramnus defends the ſame DoCtrin which is taught inthe Book of the Bod) 
and Blood of our Lord. He tells us that Biſhop Zſber is he that has made 
this judgment on the Book of 7zhe Birth of Chriſt ; but that this Treatiſe be- 
ing art preſent publick, this conjeQure of Ther can only. ferve to diſcover 
the infncerity of this Proteſtant, becauſe there's not to be foung one word 
of the myſtery of the Euchariſt in rhe Book of the Birth of Feſus Chriſt. He 
adds hercunto other things, which do nor belong to our ſubject, and which 
I donot refute as I might, leſt I turnaſfide the Readers mind from the point 
in hand. | 


BUT he is to blame in accuſing Biſhop ſer of deccit. For what 
he fays of this Book de Nativitate Chrifti, is comprehended in a Parenthe- 
ſis, and therc is neither affeCtation nor heat in producing it. It appears 
that this is a new diſcovery which he made ſince he wrote his Treatiſe of s 
the Succeſſion and State of the Chriſtian Churches , wherein this remark had 
been proper. When he made this obſervation on the Book of the Birth of 
Teſus 7 , he handled a quite different ſubje& , to wit, the Hiſtory of 
. Gattheſcalc, The Manuſcripts which he cites, were not in his hands alone, 
neither did he ſuppreſs them: he carefully denotes the places where they 
were, and they may becaſily found our. After al, ſays he, we are ſo far 
from reading the Dottrin of Bertram in the Book of the Birth of Chriſt , that 
we find not one word of the myſtery of the Euchariſt therein. Suppoling this 
be true? muſt therefore Biſhop Z/her be an Impoſtor unworthy of credit ? 
Thar Pre'are only ſays that the ſame Dottrin is to be found in the Book of 
the Birth of Jeſus Chriſt , which is in that of the Body and Blood of our 
Lord. He does not make a particular mention of the Euchariſt. Bur if 
he meant ſo, we need only caſt our eyes on ſome places of this Book of 
the Birth of Jeſus Chriſt, toapprove of his judgment. We know that the 
Book of the Body and Blood of our Lord, combating the ſubſtantial Pre- 
ſence of rhe Body of Jeſus Chriſt in the Euchariſt, rejects likewiſe as an ab- 
ſurdity, the opinion which aſſerts that the Body of Jeſus Chriſt may be in 
ſeveral places, and the Book of the Birth of Feſus Chriſt diſtintly aſſerts _ 
that the Body of Jeſus Chrilt, is ſo determin'd by its nature to be in one Tom. 1. $p/cit. 
place, that 'tis impoſſible for it to be in two places at once z altho our Lord ?: "1 hen 
15 every where inreſpeCt of his Divinity. And thus does it combat the na- ' 
tural conſequences of Paſchaſus his opinion, which certainly ſuffices to ju- 
ltifie. 7ſher if he reſpeQted this matter. 


A'S to the reaſoqwhich we draw from the conformity which there is be- 
tween the Book of the Body*and Blood of our Lord, and the works of 'Ra- 

tram, the Author anſwers that this conjecture might have ſome force were 1 
QOoooz the 


An «Anſwer to the Diſſertation. Part 1. 
the queſtion, whether the Book of the Body and Blood of our Lord was 
written by Ratram, or Oecolampadius ; but ar preſent when 'tis doubted 
whether it be the work of Ratram, or of ſome other Author of the ſame 
Century , it is uſcleſs , moſt Authors of the gth. Century finilhing or 
beginning their Books, with acknowledgments of their own weaknels and 

' inabilities, like to thoſe which arc to be mer with in the undoubred Wri- 
tings of Ratram, and in that of Bertram, for which he alledges ſome ex- 
amples taken out of two Treatiſes of John Scot. 


B U T he pitifully eJudes this reaſon. Ir is taken from the whole ſtyle 
and genius of the Book of the Body and Blood of our Lord, compared with 
ehe ityle and genius of the works of Ratram , and not trom ſome ſenten- 
ces which ſeem conformable therein.” Ce//ot and Mr. Claude were of this 
opinion, And certainly th' Inſcriptions of the Books are alike; the Book 

T. 1. Manguin; Of Predeſtination is adſcribed Domino glorioſo pracellentiſſimo principi Carolo, 
+0 in, Ratramnus,and that of the Body and Blood of our Lord begins Glorioſe Prin. 
T. 1. Maze. Cips ; whereas John Scot calls Charles Sentorem. He is treated with the Ti- 
P. 109.| tle of Magnificent in Ratram's Book of Predeſtination , and in that of the 
Body and Blood of our Lord in like manner. Ratram being engag'd by the 
Kings Command to write of Predeſtination, ſhews great modelty in obey- 
ing ; which alſo appears in the Book of the Body and Blood of our Lord. Ka- 
tram commends the King's Piety for his enquiries into Religion, and ſubmits 
to his Cenſures. All which is ſeen in the Book of the Body and Blood of 
our Lord. Ratram tollows the holy Fathers with ſuch zeal, rhat in the firit 
Book of Prede/tination., he brinps into every line almoſt the ſayings of. S. 
Auguſtin, Proſper, Salvien, Gregory, upon which he makes reflettions. And 
thus docs he likewiſe in the ſecond, wherein he only cires Orrhodox Au- 
thors ; and the ſame method he uſes in the ſecond part of the Book of the 
T. 1. Maug. Body aud Blood. There can be nothing more regular than rhe method of 


P- 30. Ratram in his Books of Predeſtination, he deſcends to the foundation, and 
Micnp p.$13, divides his whole ſubject into two queſtions : we find the ſame regularity 
in the Book of the Body and Blood of our Lord: the recapitulations arc in 


> 6:. a mannertheſame. Weſee therein the ſame modeſty in not naming thoſe 
T. 1. Maug. againſt whom he wrote, in conſcrving the glorious quality of the Modera- 
_ tor of Charles the Bald: we meet with the fame thing in the Book of he 


. Body and Blood of our Lord. 


WE mightconfirm the fame truth by comparing the 'Treatiſe of the Byo- 
dy and Blood of our Lord with theother works of Ratram, were that trou- 
ble any way neceſſary. Bur I believe this is ſufficient to perſuade thoſe who 
weigh things. 


IT is certain that our Author produces a reaſon to ſhew that Ratram is 
not the Aurhor of the Book of 'zhe Body and Blood of our Lord. He draws 
it from the ſilence of Fiincomar. This filence, ſays he, diſcovers ſo evident- 
ly th' injuſtice which has been done to Ratram in attributing the Book of Ber- 
tram70 him, that ſuppoſing we had no other proofs to juſtifie him , this here 
will be more than ſufficient to take away all ſuſpicions which within theſe few 
years have been entertain'd touching his integrity in the Faith, There is no 
likelihood, if we believe our Author , that Fycmar, who on one hand . 
was animated againſt Ratram., and wrote agginſt hit a great Book con- 
cerning Predeſtznation, and this expreſſion Tra Deit4 ; and -who on the 


other condemned as an error and novelty contrary to the Faith the CP 
(s 
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of John Scot, who ſaid, that the Euchariſt was not our Lordstrue Body, but 
only its figure and memorial, would not have reproached Ratram on this. 

ſubject, had he believed him the Author of this Book which goes under the 
 nameof Bertram, ſeeing this Book yielded occaſion enough to a paſſionate 
enemy, as Hincmar was, tocharge him with this Hereſic. 


BU T. this refleCtion is but a filly one. Firſt, from one word which 
Hincmar has uttered againſt John Scot in favour of Paſchaſus , we muſt not 
conclude that Zincmar was at full liberty to write againſt Ratrammes , and 
rencounter him as an Heretick. Secondly, I do not ſee why Hincmar 
ſhould be fo mightily tranſported againſt Rarram, who ſpake withour hear, 
and mentioned not any of thoſe againſt whom he wrote. If Fincmar was 
tranſported againſt Ratram on another ſubject, it does not hence follow he 
muſt be always in the like paſſion on all ſubjects which he had to debate 
with this Religious. Thirdly, This our Author ſuppoſes withour reaſon 
that Hincmar was in a condition to infult over Ratram on the queſtion of 
the Euchariſt, as he did in that of Predeſtination , and there is herein a great 
deal of difference. When Fincmar was fo greatly tranſported againſt Ra- 


CC 


tram, 'ewas becauſe he had the Council of Creſſy on his fide , *twas becauſe Maze. Diſere. 
John Scot declared himſelf for him againſt Gotheſcalc and Ratram; *twas Hiſt, p. 14> 


becauſe the famous Raban had prejudicated in his favour in a Council held 
ar Mayence in 848. bur there was nothing like this in the queſtion of the 
Euchariſt, Foh» Scot had declared himſelf againſt the ſentiments of Paſ- 
chaſus; the King knew it, and kept him in his Palace, which was a ſufficient 
prejudice againſt Zizcmar. The tamous Raban conſulted by Heribold Bi- 
ſhop of Auxerre and Arch-Chaplain, that is toſay, great Almoner, had clear- 
ly taken part againſt the ſentiments of rhe ſame Paſchaſus ; and the learned 
Church of Lyons who had perſecuted Foh# Scor, whilſt he defended the opi- 
nions of F/incmar touching Predeſtination , ceaſed moleſting him when he 
combated the ſentiments of Paſchaſus on the DoCttrin of the Euchariſt. 
Fourthly, Our Author ſuppoſes with the ſame raſhnefs that Zincmar be- 
lieved this Controverſicto be as important as it isat this day, which is con-- 
trary to all probability. For, Firſt, Z/incmar contents himſelf with criti- 
cifing on the opinion of Joh» Scot in very ſoft terms, he does nor call it Z7e- 
refie, but novelty of words, whereas Raban and Hincmar term'd the opinion 
of Gottheſcalc on the Divine Grace, Hereſfic, and Schiſm. Secondly , It we 


come to compare what Hincmar ſays againſt Ratram on the trina Deitas, 


ſhall we not find that what he ſays againſt John Scot contains nothing fo 


outragious ? Hincmar wasa friend of Raban's who wrote a Letter to Egilon *" it Diſſert. 
Abbor of Prom, and afterwards Arch-Biſhop.of Sens,againſt rhe Doftrin of - vg 
Paſchaſus : he was a friend of this Raban who had oppoſed him in his an- penit. cap. 33, 
{wer to Heribold, publiſh'd by Stewart, Hincmar always mentions ZAert- T. tr. Maug. 
bold with a grear deal of reſpect, even after his death, altho Heribold was p. 21. 


fo far from being of Paſchaſus his opinion, that in the later ages, the 
name of Heriboldiens was given to the Diſciples of Berenger, as we find in 


che Writings of 7ho. Walder/is. Fitthly, It this ſilence of ZJincmar proves T. 2. dt Sttra. 
that Ratram did not write the Book of the Body and Blood of our Lord, be- © 5* 


cauſe Z7incmar would haye reproached him with it , what judgment muſt 
we make of this Authors affirming that Fohn Scot wrote this Book of Ber- 
tram's, altho the Church of Lyons which wrote ſo fiercely againſt him, has 
not reproached him with itz Why did not alſo Prudentius do it in his Trea- 
tiſe againſt Fincmar and Pardulus > Was not this the ready way to decry 
* theſe two Biſhops, to reproach them that they made uſe of rhe Pen of a 
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profeſt enemy to the Real Preſence and Tranſubſtantiation > Why did 1.- 
cholas the firſt ſuffer this Hereſie growing in the boſom of Charles the Bald, 
without warning this Prince of it > That fame N:cholas who conceried him- 
ſelf fo much in the affairs on this fide the Mountains, and uſed all mcans to 
inform himſelf of 'em? Nicholas the firſt ſhalt beſtir htmſclt in the affair ot 
Rothadus of Soiſſons in that of Fincmar of Laon, where the point was on! y 
about Diſcipline, and remain unconcerned in the buſinets of Fohz Scot, altho 
heerred in the Euchariſt. He ſhall take notice of the affairs of Flbon of 
Reims, and thoſe whom he had ordain'd, and not take any notice of a que- 
{tion agirarcd art the Court of Charles the Bald, in which this Prince did in- 
cereſt himſelf? He ſhall know that Raban had oppoſed the Real Preſence by 
publick Writings, that he ro whom Kaban wrote was become Arch-Bithop 
of Sens, that an Arch-Chaplain had crred in this matter, and all this with- 
out being concerned ? The.tault which our Author commits in this reflc- 
Ction on the filence of Z7incmar, proceeds from his not minding rwo oiogs ; 


the one is that, we mult not always ground our ſelves on peoples propoſing 
, their ſentiments in advantageous terms , and ſpeaking the opinion ot their 


adverſaries with diſdain and contempt. This is particularly the' ſtile of 
Hincmar in cvecry malter he treats of, as it has been alrcady obſerv'd by Mr. 
Mauguin and Mr. De la Motte, which cannot be unknown to our Author , 
For example , he always treats Gottheſcalc as an Heretick , altho it be be- 
liev'd at Port Royal, that Gottheſcalc detended only S. Auſtin's DoCtrin on the 
matter of Grace. 


THE other is, that our Author has conceiv'd that the cenſure of F7inc- 
mar againſt John Scot imports that Zincmar belicy'd the Real Preſence with 
its conſequences, as the Adoration, the Sacrifice, &c. which has made him 
judg that Z;:cmar muſt reſpect the opinion of John Scot as a deteſtable He- 
reſic. Now 'tis certain that the conſequences of the Real Prelence were therf 
unknown tothe whole Earth, and were not received into the Latin Church 
till ome Apes after Hincmar. Burt this laſt remark reſpects the main of the 
queſtion which does not belong to me to handle. 


TR [In 
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CHA P. IV. 


A Refutation of what the Author of the Diſſertation offers to per- 
ſuade that the Book of the Body and Blood of our Lord, Pub- 
liſh'd under the Name of Bertram # of John Scor. 


AVING hitherto firmly enough eſtabliſh'd thar the Book of 
H our Lords Body and Blood is of Ratram, 1 might pats by whatſo- 
ever the Author of the Diſſertation alledges to fortifie the Conje- 

ture of Mr. De Marca; and truly ſecing that before Mr. De Marca, no man 
of learning, nor any of Berenger's enemies], cither in the x 1th. Century, 
or in the following , made this diſcovery ; ſecing that the Author of the 
Perpetuity of the Faith enterrain'd at firit the opinion of Mr. De Marca with 
miſtruſt, that he might handſomly leave it, if he were forced : It thereupon 
ſcemsT have right to deſpiſe whatioever our Author alledges ro make the 
world belieye that the Book of Bertram is the Book of John Scot under a fo- 
rein Title. Nevertheleſs I will ſhew that the proofs which he offers have no 
ſolidity. THESE 
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THESE proots are, 1. That the Book of Bertram is entirely con- Arr. 3. of the 
formable ro what we read in ancient Writers concerning that of Fohn Scot. _ on 
2. Thatthe proper charatter of John Scot is therein ro be met with. But at pg 
bottom he eſtabliſhes neither one nor the other. 


. AS to the firſt, our Author relates a paſſage of Aſcelin in a Letter to bid, ſeft. r: 
Berenger, whence he bclicves one may gather, that the work of John Scot 
contain'd only one Book, and that ſmall enough : that a man cannot pre- 
ſently perceive in Fohz Scots Book what was his, opinion on the myſtery of 
the Euchariſt ; that maugre the difſimulations of John Scot , yet Aſcelin 
found therein his whole oben was to perſuade the Readers that what is 
Conſecrated on the Altars is not truly the Body and Blood of our Lord ; 
that to compals hs dritt John Scot made ule of ſeveral paſſages of the Fa- 
thers, and at the end of cach paſlage added fome gloſs ro bring the ſenſe of 
'em to his purpoſe ; that amongſt others , Fohn Scot recited at length an 
Oriſon of S. Gregory, which begins with theſe words, Perficiant in nobis, and 
having trifled with ſome places of S. Ambroſe, S. Ferom, and S. Auſtin, whom 
he principally made uſe of, as Berenger infinuares, he forms his concluſion 
in theſe terms , Specie geruntur iſta non weritate. And theſe are the things 
which as our Author thinks agree with Bertram's Book. 


B U T theſe refleftions which our Author pretends one may alſo make 
on the Book of Bertram, are either unetfeftual tor his deſign, or want a 
foundation. 1. Nothing: hinders that two works touching the Euchariſt 
may have been thort enough to be equally treated as ſmall Books. 2. I 
have fhew'd that our Author is miſtaken. when he calls Bertram's Book an 
obſcure and intricate piece. Even A/ce/in does not ſcruple to treat Jcha Scot 
as an Heretick by reaſon of his ſentiment on the Euchariſt ; and our Author 
has not well enough comprehended the Text of Aſce/in. 3. Two Authors 
who hold the ſame opinion ſhould likewiſe aim at the ſame mark. They 
muſt if they are endued with common ſenſe, from the ſame refle&tions in 
ſubſtance on the paſlages of the Fathers which they would have to ſcrve their 
deſigns. Theſe two CharaCters then are too general and wide. And for 
the two laſt conſiderations, 1. Who doubts that two Authors, one of 
whom has apparently read the Book of the other, as Ratram may have read 
that of John Scot, may not cite the ſame authorities 2 Ratram and Raban 
have done it, as weareinform'd by the Anonymous of Cello?.* 2. "Tis not 
true Berenger has infinuated that John Scot cited principally S. Ambroſe, 
S. Ferom, and S. Auſtin. Berenger ſays John Scot cannot be reſpeCted as an 
Heretick, without throwing this ignominy on theſe Fathers and ſeveral 
others. But he does not fay that Joby Scot cited particularly theſe three 
holy DoCtors, and ſhould he have faid it, this charatter would be too ge- 
neral, there having been ſcarcely any of the Authors of the gth. Century, 
who have not affeCted to follow chiefly theſe three Doors. 3. Our Au- . 
thor ought not to propoſe as a charaCter of identity,that Bertram has drawn 
the ſame concluſion from the Orifon Perficiant in nobis, as Fohn Scot has 
done: for to ſpeak properly, this concluſion , Specie geruntur iſta non we- 
ritate, is not of Bertram, nor of John Scot, but the Text it ſelf of the Pray- 
er which bears, Tt que nunc ſpecie gerimus , veritate capiamus : now it 1s 
apparent that they were equally obliged to conſerve theſe terms in their 
concluſion, and that they could neither of 'em do it, in a more natural man- 
ner than in forming it thus, Specie gerunter iſta nou veritate. We mult al. 
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ſo obſerve, and that as Aſcel;n relates, that Fohn Scor cited this Oriſon un- 
. der the name of S. Gregory, whereas Bertram cites it as the common Service 
of the Church, and that how great ſoever the conformity has been between 
the concluſion of theſe Authors in reſpe&t of the ſenſe and words, it is not 
ſo grear in reſpect of the conſtruCtion of 'em. Bertram having theſe words, 
In ſpecie geruntur iſta non in veritate,and Fohn Scot thele, Specre geruntur iſta 
nonin veritate, Which proves that theſe are two different Authors. 


TH E ſecond witneſs which our Author produces is Berexger , who in- 
forms us that the Book of Fohn Scot was wrote at the intreaty of a King of 
France, and that this King was Charlemain. Our Author pretends that theſe 
two particulars are to be met with in the Book of Bertram, which is dedi- 
cated to Charlemain, and was written by his order. 


B UT theſe conformities conclude nothing ; not the firſt; becauſe *twas 
very poſſible that Charles the Bald had at the ſame time obliged rwo learned 
men to write on the ſame ſubje&t ; one who dwelt in his Palace, to wir, 
Fohn Scot, and the other whoſe name was fo illuſtrious in his Kingdom, that 
he had already. oblig'd him to write on the queſtions of Predeſtination , to 
wit, Katramuus. This Charatter,is too general. Not the ſecond , for it 
does not ſeem that the Book of our Lords Body and Blood, nor that of John 
Scot of the Euchariſt, were inſcribed , 4d Carolum magnum Imperatorem, 
but only, Ad Carolum Regem, which is what one may reeollect from. $7- 
De Script. Eect. gebert, fromthe Abbot 7rithemius, from Fobn Biſhop of Rocheſter, and the 
catai, c. 95- Cenſurers of Doway, in reference to the Book of Bertram, whoſe Author 
_ they place under the time of Lothairius , and Charles the Bald, althothe 
adv, Oecol. Book of Bertram has no mark of time, whereas without doubt they would 
Indice Big: have placed him under the Reign of Charlemain , had the Manuſcripts for 

title, Ad Carolum magnum Imperatorem. And for that of John Scot, it is 

to be believ'd that it having been written at the ſame time, and having an 
Sieth, Catol. Inſcription almoſt alike, Berenger is miſtaken in applying to Charlemain 
c. 85. & 59. what ought to be referred: to Charles the Bald. At leaſt *cis by a miſtake of 
Ree 9-53. rhis nature that Sigebert has placed Z/ſuard and Hincmar under the Reign 
$5. of Charlemain; wherein Sigebert has been follow'd by Trithemius , aitho 
Prefat. gt. oth one and the other have written under Charles the Bald, asall the world 


” oy acknowledges in reſpeCt of Zincmar, and as Bollandus and Labbeus acknow- 


Labbe de Script. led g in reſpect of Uſuard. 


Eccl, T. 2. 
» 820, & ſeq. 
Hates BU T ſuppoſing that the Book of Fohn Scot was inſcrib'd Ad Carolum 


Magnum Imperatorem, as isat this day that of Bertram in the Impreſſions, 
how will it hence follow that theſe two Books are but one and the ſame 2 

: Becauſe, ſays our Author, if we ſuppoſe that this Title is equally falſe, tis ve- 
ry difficult for chance to produce the ſame falſity in two different Books, which 
in other reſpetts had ſo great reſemblance. And if it be pretended that the Ti- 
tle is true, it will be moreover very ſtrange for the fancy of two different per- 
ſons to meet in giving it this Title. 


THIS difficulty is a ſmall one, we do not ſay that Ratram and John 
Scot have given the Title of Charlemain to Charles the Bald,but affirm ir nor 
to be ſo ſtrange a thing, that Berenger having attributed ro Charlemain 
what ought to be apply'd to Charles the Bald, thoſe that came after ſhould 
refer to Char/emain a like Title,this Prince paſling for a lover of agg 


learning, as kaving been the reſorer of it : The examples which I alledged 
prove | 
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prove the thing poſſible, ſeeing they prove it to have hapned. Berenger 
then is no more tavourable ro our Author than Aſcelin was. 


AS to Durand of Troarn , I ſee moreover lels reaſon why our Author ;;, ,, PIT 
ſhould produce what Dwrand has ſaid of the Council of Paris, wherein the $ang. Pon. 
Book of John Scot was condemned , Damnaris Berengarii complicibus cum Pai" 9. 
codice Joannis Scoti ex quoea que damnabantur ſumpta videbantur, concigio ſo- 
luto diſceſſameſt : For if it betrue, as our Author will have it, that by this 
way of ſpeaking Purand has inſinuated that altho in the Council of Pars 
John Scot's Book was condemned, yet was it not ſo evident a matter, that 
the Book of John Scot contains the ſentiments of Bereyger, which, as our 
Author believes,agrees likewiſe with the Book of Bertram,which he treats as 
obſcureand perplexed, there can be nothing thence concluded but what will 
be to the diſadvantage of this Council, wherein was condemned for here- 
tical, what only ought to be eſteemed obſcure, 


B UT ſecing our Author deſign'd to ſpeak of the pretended obſcurity of 
John Scot's Writings, methinks he ought not to joyn tothe place of Durand 
that of Lanfranc, who reproaches Berenger, that as ſoon as the Council af- 
ſembled at Rowe knew that by his highly praiſing the Book of Fohn Scot, 
and blaming that of Paſchaſus, Berenger had deviated from the Faith of the 
Church, he was thrown out from the Communion of the Faithtul ; for 'ris 
not credible, the Council would have been fo ſevere againſt the perplexr 
ſtyle of Fohn Scot, even to the condemning his Book to the flames, had not 
his Book been apparently written againſt Paſchaſus. And truly how could 
this be at firſt ſo underſtood both at Parzs, at Yerceil, and at Rome as that 
in the ſenſe of theſe Councils, to praiſe Paſchaſus was properly to condemn 
Jobn Scot 2 


OUR Author pretends in the laſt place, that ſeeing Lanfranc, Berenger, 
and 4ſce/in, and the reſt of the Writers of the x xth. Century, mention on- 
ly John Scot when they ſpeak of the adverſaries of Paſchaſus and their con- 
demnation, one mult conclude that from the time of Laxfranc and Beren- 

er, there was no other Book known which appeared contrary to the Do- 
erin of Paſchaſus but that of John Scot. | 


BUT the ſilence of theſe Authors is no more favourable to him than 
their teſtimonies. In effect, I that in the 11th. Century there did 
not appear any other Book again Paſchaſi but John Scot's, which cannot 
be affirm'd without raſhneſs and injuſtice, conſidering the care which has 
been taken ro conceal from us whatſoever might inform us in this point; it 
does not follow Fohn Scot's Book and Bertram's be one and the fame. By 
this reaſon muſt the Epiſtle of Raban to Fgilon, and his anſwer ro Heribold 
Biſhop of Auxerre, wherein he has oppoſed the ſentiments of Paſchaſis, be 
the Book of John Scot, For there was no mention of theſe Writings of Ra- 
ban, in thetime of Berenger, Lanfranc and Afcelin. i 
MOREOVER, our Author himſelf refutes his own opinion when he 
© urges the filence of theſe Authors ; for it appears by the reftimony of Lan- 
franc, Berenger, and Afcelin, that Paſchaſns and John Scot were regarded as 
the two principal metr in this Diſpute: it is then very likely that the Book of 
Fohn Scot was directly written againſt Paſchaſus : Paſchaſus was therein ei- 
ther named , or at leaſt apparently meant , which is not ſo in the Writings 
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of Bertram , who handles matters in a leſs polemical manner , and ne- 
ver names Paſchaſus, nor ſeemsto give the leaſt hint of him, which has ap. 
parently tended to its preſervation. And this is what I had to remark on 
the firſt proof of our Author. 


T © eſtabliſhſthe ſecond, to wit, that the proper character of the ſtyle of 


pod 5 of Bertram is the ſame as that of John Scot, our Author pretends that the ſe- 


the Diſſert. on 


John Scot. 


Comment ar. it 
x1 ad Cor. 10, 


P. 199. 


yeral judgments of knowing perſons of the Roman Communion and of our 
own, touching the DoCtrin of Bertram's Book , are teſtimonies evident 
enough of the proper charaCter of his genius, that is ro ſay, of a genius 
naturally confuſed and perplex'd, or diflimulative, which fears to diſcover 
clearly its thoughts on the ſubje&t which it treats of, and affects ro contra- 
diCt it ſelf the more dexterouſly to infinuate its own ſentiment, and avoid 
cenſures. He aſſures us afterwards that this charaCter appears with greater 
clearneſs in John Scot's Dialogue of Natures , and in his Book of Predeſti- 
nation; whence he concludes that we muſt not doubt but the Book of Ber- 
tram is John Scot's. Irt is in the fame refpe&t after our Author had alledged 
ſome inſtances of the contradiCtions of John Scot, and judged enckerkebly 
that they proceeded not from a perplex'd and confuſed head , _ that 
when he will he moſt clearly explains his notions without 'contradifting 
himſelf, bur that theſe are only ſtraragems of a Philoſopher who was more 
a Pagan than a Chriſtian, he affirms the ſame may be found in Bertram's 
Book, which ſeems in twenty places to deviate from the DoCtrin of the Real 
Preſence, and which yet ſeems in as many places to approve of it, ſo that a 
man does not know where to have him. 


BUT thetwo parts of our Authors remark contradi&t and oppoſe each 
other. For if John Scot had naturally a confuſed and perplexed mind, how 
comes it that he clearly explains his thoughts when he will, and keeps firm | 
when he pleaſes without contradiCting himiel£ This is not the charaCter of 
a confuſed and perplexed head. Secondly , We ought not to believe that 
as ſoonas an Author® falls into contradiction , which has ſomerimes hap- 
ned to the Fathers themſelves, as every body knows, and eſpecially in mat- 
ters which have perplexed John Scot, and wherein he has anc or him- 
ſelf, he then makes uſe of the ſtratagems of a Philoſopher that is more a 
Pagan than a Chriſtian. Thirdly , Our Author impertinently feigns thar 
Bertram has afte&ted obſcurity and ambiguous expreſſions. This Berries, 
be he who he will, was certainly upheld by King Charles the Bald, and 
Heribold the chiet perſon of the Gallican Church was of his ſentiment as 
well as Rabar, and what is more remarkable it appears that he defended the 
publick Doftrin of the Church, Fourthly, Our Author ſhould nor al- 
ledg rhe judgment of the Centuriators of , Magdebourg to ſhew this Book to 
be obſcure in the judgments of thoſe of our own party. If the Centuria- 
rors have ſuſpeCted ſome expreſſions of Bertram's Book, we know that from 
I 537. Bulinger cited it with Elogies. Moreover, that ſome of the Do&tors 
of the Roman Communion have mention'd Bertram's Book, as if it made 
tor them. This is purely th* effe&t of this prejudice which has made them 
produce the writings of Raban, as if- Raban had been of their opinion, al- 
tho 'twas well known inthe 12th. Century that Raban wrote againſt Paf- 
chaſus. TheCenſurers who condemned Bertram's Book, and who are pub- 
lick perſons, are fooner to be believed than private men. 
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OUR Author remarks agairia ſecond charaGter of the genius of Fohs 
Scot , which he believes is in Bertram's Book, to wit, theſe arguments put 
in form, this crowd of Syllogiſms and Enthymemes heapt up one upon an- 
other ;-rtheſe Maxims, 'and cheſs Principles drawn from the- Philoſophy of 
Ariſtdile.”- For as he-ſhews by the teſtimony of 'S. Prudencius , Biſhop' of 
Troy, and Florus, Deacon of the Church of Lyons, this is the way of John © 
Scot -in-Diſpures, he pretends that all this form of _— is'to be mer 
with in the Book of the Body and Blood of oiir 'Lord, of which he produces 


three inſtances. ; 


B U'T this other conformity is as ill grounded as the preceding ones. T 
confeſs that the way of Fohn Scot is very argumentative. One' may obſerve 
it in his Books of Predeſtination, as Prudencits and Horus liave reproach'd 
him. But I do not ſee that becauſe there are ſome Philoſophical Argu- 
ments iti Bertraw's Book, (our Author produces bur three,and thoſe allo con- 
tain'd in the ſame Period) he muſt immediately draw this concluſion, there: 
forethe Book of the Body and Blood ' of our Lord's Fohn-Scot's,” Nor yet had 
Bertram named any: where Ariſtotle, which Joby Scot failed not to do, asap- 

rs in ſeyeral places of his Manuſcript Treatiſe of Natures. But Bertram 
bo not ſo much as the name of this Philoſopher. 


YET fecing our Author puts'us upon conſidering the genius of theſe 
Authors, let us ſhew a little what is the genius of 'Fohn Scot , and thar of 
Bertram's, whence it will - clearly appear there's nothing ſo abſurd asto _ 
make John Scot Author of the Book of Bertram, ' Here arefſome of theit 


Characters. 4 


BERTRAM follows the holy Scriptures'and the Fathers, as he pro- pew: 1. r. 
teſts in the beginning ; and John Scot prefers | reaſon before any Authority. Pp: 55. & 15.4; 
He makes this a Maxim, whence he particularly'eſteems Philoſophy , and © **7: 


fends us at every moment to the Writings of Ariftozle. He does thus in his + 
Treatiſe of Predeſtination, \as Prudencius and Florus juſtly upbraid him, 


BERT R A M follows cloſely his ſubject withour'ettiag it go our of + - 
ſight; and John Scot makes frequent Digreſlions, as we ſee particularly int _ 
his Manuſcript Treatiſe of Natures: | 

BERTRAM ſeems to ſtick to certain'Authors, as S. Hierom, S. Au- 
guſting S; Fulgencins, Ifidor, $. Gregory ;\ and Fohs Scot aftedts others, as S. Ba- *+ 
{1, S. Gregory Nazianzen, whom he confounds with -S. Gregory of Nyſſe, S. 
Ambroſe; the counterfeit Denis the. Arevpagite , Boetins , S. Maximus. $0 
that a body may fay one of 'emapply'd himlelf_ to the Latin Fathers, and 
the other to the Greek ones, whom he preferred before the Latin ones , as 
he himſelt affirms in his Treatife of Natures. | 


BERTRAM's Latin ſtyle is polite enough for the Age he wrote in, 
and I find but one Greek word in his whole Treatiſe , and which he alled- 
ges only-becauſe'tis found in a paſſage of S. 7fdor which he cired.” Whereas ,,;z 1c; 
John Scot afte&ts a Greek phraſe and manner of ſpeaking, and intermixes his catv. in $yil. 
Latin with a great many Greek words, which render his ſtyle very ſingu- —_ 
lar and difficult, as it has been obſerved by Anaſtaſius the Library Keeper, T7 
and Petrus Crinitus. 
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BERTRAM has no barbarous words, whereas Joh# Scot Jeems to 
affet them, 


YT oy BERT R AM wakes uſe only of Authors known for Orthodox, John 
$109. 117. Scot declares that he will.nor.ſcruple to borrow Arms from heretical Books. 


BERTRAM pertinently cites all along the holy Fathers, whereas the 
other quotes them with muchieſs coherence. 


BERTRAM has a particular deference for S. Auguſtin, as may be ſeen 
at the end of the Book of our Lords Body and Blood; whereas Fohn Scot 
$. 343- doesnot{o much matter his Authority, but thar he oiten prefers the Greek 

Fathers before him, refuting S. Augytzy by their Authority, 


BERTRAM might havecombated the opinion of Paſchaſus by anin- 

finite aumber of Argumentstaken from Philoſophy, which he does nor do; 

T. 1. Max. Whereas John Scot makes uſeevery where of Philoſophical Arguments even 

p. 111, 112: to, che mixing of 'em with marters which ſcem ro claim an exemption from 
| cm. 


THAT which. diſtinguiſhes 'em yet more is, that. Bertram delivers 

kinaſelf in a malt plaia manner on the verity of the human nature of our 

Saviour, ſince 'twas cxalred up into glory by the Reſurreftion. He teaches 

that his Body was viſible and palpable , whereas Fohn Scot in his Book of 

24b.2.p.75 Natwres deicads the gr 7 x om. of ourLords Body ; fo that one may ay, 
16-99 he fell intothe errorof Origen on this queſtion. 


. I might moreover ſhew that John Scor, according to his genius and by- 
potheſis, muſt without doubt have written in a quite different manner from 
what Ratram has done: and _—_ _ gen uno 

Lib. p.19, 18, Places in his Manuſcript Dialogue of Natrre, when ir. For he rejetts 
G0, 02.20, - wa almoſt all the Caloyacnors of Paſchaſas his DoEtrin, in a very con- 
3238.30.42, Vincing manner, bur or very different from the merhod of Bertram. Here 
45, 47,59. 56. is an inſtance thereof ;; he maintains from the authoriry of $. Maximus, 
_ 2-P-75. thac bodics have no Blood when they are glorified, which does accommodate 
02 P: 16> [> ſelf with the hypotheſis of John Damaſcen, but not with thoſe of the Real 
Lib. 4-p- 292- Preſence and Tranſubſtantiation, as every body knows. Who doubts but 
ns qa % he would have uſed this argument on chis queſtion 2 I might produce ſeve- 
Lib. $. p- 343+ ral others ; bur ſince this matter would carry me off too far, and that I 
4 349 35% have nor the Manuſcript by me, I ſhall therefore content my ſelf with the 
; remarks which I have made, believing them ſufficient ro ſhew, that the ge- 
nius of John Scot was wholly different from Bertram's. 


Cnae. V.- oh eAnſwer to the Diſſertation. 299 


CHAP. Y. 


Other Difficulties which the Author of the Diſſertation forms 'on the 
Name of Bertram, Examin'd. 


EEING that the Book of o4r Lords Body and Blood is a piece of 
& Ratram's, and not of Fohy Scot, we ſhall not be apt to ſuppoſe, as 
the Aurhor of the Diſſertation docs, that Berexger .or his Diſciples 
firft publiſh'd this Wricing under the name of Bertram. And'truly it is a 
hard matter to know the commendations which ZZ:/4ebert Biſhop of Mans, 
and fince Arch Biſhop of Tours has given Berenger, and to fall into a ſuſpi- 
cion ſo injurious to the memory of this great man. ZFildebert defcribes 
Berenger as a perſon 


Cujus cura ſequi naturam, legibus uti 
Et mentem vitiis, ora negare dolis. 
Pirtutes opibus, verum preponere falſo« 


A man that follows theſe Maxims, and thoſe who are taught by him, are 
far 'enouyh from all mariner of deceit. I need only then ſhew that ſuppoſing 
Bertram's Book were Fohn Scot's, the cffe& would not ceaſe to be near up- 
of the fame, becauſe John Scot has been a man of great note, and authority 
in the gth. Century. But becauſe our Author imagins that the name of 
Berrram, under which this Book has firſt appeared , proves clearly that it 
1s not Ratram's, it is fitting before this to conſider his Obervations, 


T HE firſt of which amounts to this , that. Sigebert, Trithewius, and Diflert.Art. z: 
Cellot's Anonymous, whichare the only Authors who have ſpoken of Ber- £3: 
fram, arttibute to him no other works, than thoſe of :he Body and Blood of 
our Lord, and of Predeftination, of which, theſe two firſt Authors make 
no menrion, in ſpeaking of Fohn Scot , altho it be moſt certain that Fohn 
Scot has written rwo Books on theſe ſame ſubje&ts; whence he concludes 
thar Bertram is a fifticious Aurhor, which at bottom is no other than John 
Scot. Thus does the Author of the Difertation argue. 


BUT there is nothing ſolid in this remark. Firſt , The Book of John 
Scot of Predeſtination is dedicated to Hincmar , and Pardulus ; whereas 
Stgebert remarks w_—_ that that of Bertram, or of Ratram , was dedi- 
cated to Charles the Bald, as we ſee in cffeCt in the Impreſſion of this Book 
of Ratram, which Mr. Mauguin has publiſh'd. Secondly, 7rithemius con- 
firms in two places the Text of Sigebert , altho in another place he ſays al- 
ſo that Bzr7tram's Bodk of the Bod, and Blood of our Lord was dedicated to 
Charles , which Sigebert was ſilent in. Thirdly , It is falſe that Ce/ot's 
Anonymous had the natne of Bertram, he has always Ratram's in the Ma- 
fuſcript of Corbie 4 and in the rwo Manulcripts of the Abby of S. Yidtor we 
find that in one place this Anonymous gives for adverlaries to Paſchaſus,Ra- 
banus and Intramus, and inthe following page Babanus and Ratramnus, nei- 
ther in one norin the other of theſe two places has the Tranſcriber the 
name of Bertfam, which would be ſtrange it the Title which this Book 
has had firice the x tth. Century were that of Bzrtram, and not that of 
Ratram, as we affirm, Fourthly, It is falſe that Authors ſpeak but of two 

pieces 
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wrote ſeveral other Books. Fifthly, The filence of the Anonymous is im- 
pertinently alledged touching the other works of Bertram , ſceing he has 
not the name of Bertram, and ſhould;he have had the name, his dritt would 
not carry him ro ſpeak of any other Writing of. Bertram ; but that of the 
Euchariit. Sixthly,If S:gebert mention'd not the Book of the Euchariſt which 
John Scot wrote by the order of Charles the Bald, there can be nothing con. 
cluded hence unleſs it may be affirm'd by the fame reaſon , that his other 
works, as that of Natures , have been attributed ro other Authors. .Se- 
venthly,There is nothing more natural.than to ſay that 7rithemius has com- 
prehended the Books of Predeſtination , and of the Euchariſt of Jobn Scot, 
when he ſays Joaunes diftus Erigena ſcripfit quadam alia. 


TH E ſecond remark of this Author is, that thoſe who ſpeak of Ber! 
tram, do not know him particularly, nor agree about his true name; thar 
Sigebert who in ſome Manuſcript Copies calls him Ratram, does nor denote 
the quality he had, which he is wont to do in ſpeaking of other Authors ; 
that the Abbot 7rithemius who ſpeaks of Bertram in three. places, could 
not ſay in what Dioceſs, nor in what Monaſtery he made him: If fo famous, 
altho he always made theſe kind of remarks in ſpeaking of th' Illuſtrious 
men of the order of S. Bennet, fo that there's —__ to believe that he. roo 
lightly made the Elogium of Bzrtram , whoſe works were apparently un- 
knownto him ; in fine, that the Anonymous who deſigns rhe other Ayu- 
thors by their qualitics, as Raban, Heribold, Paſchaſus, Egilon ſpeaks of 
Ratram as of an unknown perſon, Ratramnus quidam , denoting that he 
knew nothing of him, bur that his name was Ratram, or Intram , as ſpeak 


the Manuſcripts of the Abby of S. Yittor. 


BU T our Author is miſtaken in his ſuppoſitions. Firſt , Ir is not true 
Srgebert gives conſtantly to the Writers, of which he ſpeaks, the Eccleſia- 
ſtical qualifications they had, the contrary appears from rhe 84. 91.93. 94. 
103. and other Chapters of his Catalogue. Secondly , I know not whar 
Trithemius was wont to do in his ſecond Book of Writers of the Order of 
S. Bennet, I never ſaw this work. Yet the little certainty which I found 
in the judgment of our Author, on the cuſtom of Sigebert , makes me be- 
lieve that he has not judged better of that of 7rithemias, In the main, I 
am not greatly ſolicirous whether 7rithemias has ſeen, or not ſeen the Wri- 
tings which he attributes to Bertram. Yer I cannot but obſerve here the va- 
nity of mens judgments. In 1652. the Elogies which 7rithemins gives to 
Bertram, oblige Mr. Herman to believe , that the. Book of the Body and 
Blood of our Lord, is the moſt Orthodox piece in the world, And in 1669. 
theſe ſame commendations which 7rithemius gives to Bertram , oblige. the 
Author of the Diſſertation to affirm that Trithemzus never read it, and fo 
prais'd Bertram without any conſideration. Thirdly, It ſeems to me that 
the manner after which Ce/ot's Anonymous has treated Ratram, not know- 
ing him, but by his Book , makes him not an Author unknown to others 
For ſuppoſing Ratram were entirely unknown to this Anonymous , who li- 
ved in the 12th. Century, we know that Florus the famous Deacon of the 
Church of Lyons was likewiſe treated no better than a guidam by the Hiſto- 
rians of the 12th.and x 3th. Century , and Paſchaſus himſelt was ſo little 


Math. Wit. known by Gaudefredus the Monk of Claraved, at the end of the 12th. Cen- 


tury, that Gaudefredus confounds him with Paſchaſus Deacon of the Roman 


Church, who lived about the year 500. Amalarins was very famous in the 
gth. Cen- 
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gth. Century, and well known by Lews the Debonnair, by whoſe order he Sec Zabb. of 


wrote. The Tranſcribers have corrupted his name in the Catalogue of $;- = 
gebert, and turned it into Attularins ; Trithemins (peaks of him in his Cata- 
logue under the name of Z/amularius, and after an hundred Diſputes he re- 
mains ſtill in a manner unknown. Fourrhly, Ir is ſurprizing enough to ſee 
the Author of the Diſſertation attributing ro the Authors themſelves the 
faulrs of. the Tranſcribers, who have written the name of Ratram; He tells 
us that Szgebert gives to Bertram the name of Ratram in ſome Manuſcript 
Copies, that 7rithemius ſpeaks of him under three different names, of Ber- 
tram, of Bertramnus , and of Bertrannus , that the Anonymous Author 
calls him Ratramnus, or Intram : 1 know not wherher he ſpeaks in good 
carneſt, or to deride us : Bur it heſpeaks ſeriouſly that theſe who accordi 
to his ſuppoſition changed the Title of the Book of John $cot, made ir p: 
on purpoſe under thele different names in different Copics 'twonld have 
been good before a conjecture of this kind was offered, to undertake the con- 
firming of this diſcovery by the Authority of ſome Manuſcripts of the Body 
and Blood of our Lord, wherein might be ſeen theſe different names. 


T HE laſt mark of the ſuppoſition which the Author of the Diſſerta- lhider. 


tion offers is, that if we will not acknowledg Bertram tor a feign'd Author, 
and the Book of the Body and Blood of our Lord tor the work of John Scot, 
we ſhall find our ſelves forced co admit ſuch ſtrange conſequences, and 
which approach ſo near to impoſlibilities, that the like cannot be parallel'd 
by all Antiquity. 


BUT weneed only to run thro the principal difficulties which our Au- 
thor propoſes to find that all this is nothing, Firſt, I: is not an abfurdity 
to pretend that in the gth, Century there were rwo Authors , one named 
Foha Scot, known ot all the world for the Author of the firſt Tranflation of 
the Hierarchy of the feign'd Denys into Latin : The other called Ratrammnus, 
whoſe name thro the ignorance of Tranſcribers, was corrupted into that of 
Bertram, or Bertramnus, or Bertran, as that of Amalarius has been into At- 
tularius, that of Aimoinus into Aumoinus, Ammonius and Annoxtius , under 
which this Author was firſt publiſh'd at Paris in the year 1514. Secondly, 
Neither is it any more an abſurdity to ſay they were both of *em adverſaries 
to Paſchaſus, not ſercer, as our Author affirms, but open ones, in writing 
againlt his DoCtrin. © The Anonymous Author mentions ſeveral adverfarics 
of Baſchaſus, as Raban and Ratramnus. Thirdly, Ir is not fo monſtrous ari 
impoſſibility to maintain that Ratramnus and Fohn Scot wrote both of 'em 
on the ſubject of the Euchariſt , and on Predeſtination : There were in 
their times two Diſputes on theſe ſubjects , and in effect we have their two 
Treatiſes of Predeſtination, publith'd by Mr. Maugzin. We know that in 
the 11th. Century the Popes burnt Fohn Scor's on the Euchariſt, and with- 
out doubttheir partiſans who ſuppreſled all Berenger's Books, and thoſe of 
his Diſciples, have likewiſe exterminated with the greateſt care the Copies 
of that of Fobn Scot, By good hap that of Ratramnus, who is mention'd in 
the 12th. Century, as an adverſary to Paſchaſus, is yet extant, under the 
corrupted name of Bertram. Fourrhly, Neither is there any abſurdity to 
conceive that the Writings of theſe ewo Authors touching the Euchariſt 
have been, rhe one dedicated to King Charles the Bald, and the other com- 
poſed by his Order. Ratramnus and John Scot were both of 'em particularly 
known and eſteem'd by this Prince, Ratramnus has written by his Order 
the Book of Fredeſtination, and John Scot in obedience to his Commands has 
tran- 
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tranſlated the Hierarchy of the pretended Denys, and was always greatly 
eſteem'd by him. Fifrhly, Ir is not abſurd ro believe that John Scot was 
oblig'd to write on the ſame ſubje& as Ratramnss ; their judgment was fo 
con{iderable in their time, that Hincmar and Pardulus, two famous Biſho 

oblig'd John Scot to write on Predeſtination , and an Aſſembly of Biſhops 


oblig'd Katramnus to write againſt the objeCtions of the Greeks, which Pope 
Nicholas had ſent them. Sixthly , It is an imaginary difficulty to fay they 


have both of 'em had the fancy to give to Charles the Bald, the Title of 
Charlemain. I have ſhewed that they have not done it ; but that Berenger 
has been miſtaken in explaining this Title Ad Carolum Regem : and that ir 
is very poſlible thoſe who Printed the Book of Bertraw have underſtood 
this Title as Berenger did in a like ſubject, and in the fame diſpute. Seventh- 
ly, . It is not an impoſſibility for two Books of the Body and Blood ro'con- 
tain cach of 'em but one Book of a very indifferent ſize. Eighthly, There 
isno more difficulty to believe that two Writers who treat on the ſame ſub- 
ject have uſed the ſame Witneſles,the ſame Oriſon which was ſaid every day 
in the Service, than that they have drawn the ſame concluſions, and in terms 
perhaps nor abſolutely the lame, but very near one another. Paſchaſus brag: 
ged in his Letter to Frudegard, that this Orifon was made tor hitn, whic 

cauſed all his Adverſaries to examin it,and urge the proper terms of it againſt 
him, without changing any thing therein. Neither do I any more believe 
that after what I haverepreſented of the genius of theſe Authors, any bo- 
dy will imagin they were both of 'em equally addiCted to Ariſtotle's Philo- 
ſophy, and were both wont to illuſtrate the myſteries of Religion by Argu- 
ments put in form, by Enthymemes, by Maxims and Principles drawn from 
Philoſophy : I have ſhew'd the difference which there is between the genius 
of Bertram and that of Jobn Scot, Tenthly, Iris equally falſe that neither 
of 'em darcd to diſcover their minds touching the Real Preſence. Our Au- 
thor himſelf will have Bertram's Book to be Fohn Scot's, and Fohn Scot's 
Book was burn'd in a full Council, becauſe it oppofes ir. Eleventhly, There 


. is no great matter of wonder thar after the queſtion was moved, and the 


Book of John Scot burn'd, there ſhould be more diligent ſearch made after 
the Books which reſpe&ted a Diſpute touching which Berenger maintain'd 
that Paſchaſus gave the occaſion by his novelties, and thus the Book of Ra- 
tram has appear'd ſince that of John Scot has diſappear'd. 


I'N fine, twelfthly, There are no rational people that will be perplexed 
with this imaginary difficulty of theAuthor ot the Daſertation, to wit, that 
of one of theſe Authors , which is Bertram , there ſhould remain nothing 
that is certain to poſterity, neither inreſpe&t of his quality , nor his name, 
altho his Book has remain'd, and that the quality of the other, to wit, John 


Scot, ſhould be well known, altho his Book be loſt. It is apparent enough 


who Ratramnus Was, and that Bertram is but a name corrupted thro the 
, —r— of the Tranſcribers. Bur what I now repreſented is ſufficient ro 

iſſipate the illuſion, which the name of Bertram had produced, and all 
reaſonable people will be fully convinced that Ratram is the Author of the 
Book of the Body and Blood of our Lord, and not John Scot. We haye only 
then to ſhew that the authority of this Book will be of noleſs weight, ſup- 
poſing John Scot were the Author of it, For which purpoſe I have defign'd 
the ſecond part of this Anſwer. 


THE 


—__ 
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THE SECOND PART. 


| That the Authority of the Book of the Body and 
Blood of our Lord , Publiſh'd under the Name of 
Bertram, will be never the leſs conſiderable, fup- 
. poſing Fobn Scot were the Author of 1t. 


— 


— 


CH AP. VL 


That John Scot was in great eſteem both in bis own, and 
ſucceedmg Generations. RE, 


HERE are ſo many things which advance the repute of John Scot, 
| that one may well wonder Mr. Arnaud and the Author of the 
D:{jertation ſhould mention him with ſuch leflcening terms , and 
perſuade tizemſelves, that ro diminiſh the credit of thic Book of the Body 
and Blood of our Lord, they needed only to attribute it to Jahn Scot. For 
he was a perſon who by his merit had gain'd the eſteem and afteCtion of 
Charles the Bald, which is toſay, of a judicious Prince, who rook to heart 
the intereſts of Religion; as Ratramn praiſes him in his Book of Predeſtina- 
tion. Theſe two things, ſays he, exalt your Majeſty, in a manner really illu- T. x. Maug. 
ſerious. That you ſeek after the ſecrets of the heavenly Wiſdem, and burn with P+ 39- 
Religious Zeal. And indecd this Prince deſerv'd the Title of Orthodox which 'concit. apud 
was given him by a Council held in 869. enry a Monk of Auxerre praiſes 1; Lg 
him alſo for his knowledg, and piety, as we ſee in the Epiſtle Dedicatory in p. 135. * 
the Life of S. Germain of Auxerre, related by Du Chene, and Baronius. But Hiſt. Fr. T. x. 
amongſt other things he commends him tor having drawn over into Fraxce, P:479. 
Learned Ireland , meaning thereby John Erigena , that is to fay , John cn 875. 
the Iriſh man, according to the Obſervation of Alford the Jeſuit in his-Eng-T. K, "1 $86. 
liſh Annals. ; ſe. t5, 11. 


HE that wrote the lives of the Biſhops of Auxerre , deſcribing the ad- 
vantages which /Zeribald had in his Youth , reckons for a great happineſs 
that he was brought up underthe tuition of Joby Scot. Fe applied himſelf, T. 2. Nov. nib. 
ſays he, to John Scot who in that time imparted to the Gauls the Rays of his "** &- 4:5: 
Wiſdom. He was a long time his Diſciple, and learn'd from him the art of 
knowing divine and human things, and to judg rightly of good and evil. 


THE Authority of John Scot was ſo conſiderable in the grh. Century, 
that Zincmar Arch-Biſhop of Reims, and Pardulus , Biſhop of Lao, who — 
found themſelves engaged in ſharp Diſputes rouching Predeſtination and 
Grace with Gottheſcalc,beliey'd they could not do berter for rhett party than 
to oblige John Scot ro write on theſe two ſubje&ts, He did ſo in ette£t, and T. 2. Maug. 
altho the choice which he made of the worſt ſide, drew on him the cenſurcy *3** 
of the Councils of Valence and Laygres, and that ZZincmar himſelf defended 
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him but weakly, yetdid he keep up his credit, and Charles the Bald ſet him 
upon cranſlating the works which bear the name of Denis the Areopagite, 


HTS Reputation maintain'd it {elf not only in France , but paſſed over 
into /raly, and Rome it felf, Anaſtaſius the Popes Library-keeper gives him 
particular Commendations in a Letter which he wrote to Charles the Bald. 
1 ſpeak, lays he, of John Scot, of whom I have heard ſay, that he is a Saint, 
It is a work of the Spirit of God to have made this man ſo zealous as well as 
eloquent. 


WE may likewiſe here add the kindneſs which Alfred King of England 
had for him, and the Employs which this Prince gave him 3 bur of this I 
ſhall diſcourſe hereafter. 


I ſhall only ſay that John Scot was in cfte&, worthy of the eſteem and 
afteftion which the world ſhewed him, his Wit was lively and piercing ; 
he was not only a profound Philoſopher, bur alſo very well read in the Fa- 
thers, and eſpecially the Greek ones , which was very rarc in the gth. Cen- 
rury, wherein the learning of the greateſt men was bounded by the know. 
ledg of S. Hierom, S. Auguſtin, Gregory the Great, Ijidor of Sevil : andtheir 
Skill lay in copying out theſe Authors word for word. 


IN fine, we may morcover obſerye in favour of Fohn Scot , that altho 
his Book of the Euchariſt , was condemned in the Councils of the 11th. 
Century, yet the reputation of the Author was perpetuated in the follow- 
ing Ages, as appears from the aurhentick Teſtimonies , which all Hiſtori- 
anspive him. T ſhall not relate here what J»gu/phus, William of Malmsbury, 
Simeon of Durham, Roger de Hoveden, Matthew of Weſiminſter, and Florent 
of Worceſter have ſaid of him: we may find this in the Antwer to the firſt 
Treatiſe of rhe Perpetuity. : 


WE' need only add to theſe teſtimonies, Firſt , that of the Manuſcripr 
of the Library of S. Vitor, which has for Title , Memorzale Hiſtoriarum : 
Tempore eodem fuit Foannes Scotus vir perſpicacis ingenii © mellite facundiz 
qui rogatu Caroli Calui jamdudum verbo ad verbum Hierarcham Dionyſ1i de 
Graco in Latinum tranltulerat, & poſt o_ eundem librum fecit commentum, 
fecitque librum de nature divifione, & librum de Euchariſtia, qui poſtea lettus 
eſt, & condemnatus in Synodo Yercellenſi 4 Papa Leone celebrata, eodem anno 
quo Lanfrandus ab errore Berengarii ſe purgavit, unde, ficut dicit Lanfrandus, 
ipſe in fide defipuit. Tandem ivit in Angliam ad Regem Elfredum , & apud 
Monaſterium Malmsburienſe @ pueris quos docebat, & 4 graphiis ſuis , ut fer. 
tur, perforatus martyr aſtimatus efft, Secondly , That of Petrus Crinztus, 
who ſpeaks of him in almoſt the ſame terms. Thirdly , That of Naucler, 
Alfred, fays he, had enriched the College of Oxford , eſpecially with John 
Scot, as with a Divine Star, which he drew over into England from France, 
where he was in favour with Charles the Bald. 


If rhere needs any thing more to confirm the reputation of our Author, 
we ſhall ſcarcely find any one ro whom there can be given any authority. 


I T is true that his Book of the Euchariſt was condemned by the Ro. 
man Church in the 1 1th. Century ; bur it is remarkable that neither this 


Book nor its Author were condemned inthe gth. Century, wherein he lived, 
and 
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by the Letter of the Church of Lyons, and the terms of the Council of 
Valence , and which conſequently was not in a condition to pardon him a 
Hereſie on the ſubject of the holy Sacrament , yer did not accuſe him on 
this Article. Ce/ot the Jeſuit being not willing to agree concerning the 
true reaſon why in that time they did not reproach John Scot abour rhe Do- 
rin of the Euchariſt, turns the buſineſs into admiration, and offers a pi- 


tiful reaſon of this ſilence ; 7 cannot ſufſiciently wonder, ſays he, that leaving apprnd.ad Hiſt. 
the error which John Scot was ſaid to hold touching the Euchariſt ; theſe Gothiſc. p.583- 


droans (for thus does he call rhoſe of Lyons) ſhould only apply themſelves to 
the ſubjeft of Predeſtination. This ſhews, adds he , that they did not mat- 
ter ſo much the defending of the Faith, as the. ruining the Party of thoſe of 
Reimsz which is to fay of ZZincmar and his friends, who had condemned 
Gottheſcalc, Bur both his aſtoniſhment and reaſoh roo would equally va- 
niſh, it: he would have taken notice of what eyery one ſees, that the true 
cauſe why John Scot was not condemned in the gth. Century , bur in the 
11th. was, that his belief was conformable to that of the Church of the 


gth. Age, and became not otherwiſertill afterwards when the followers of - 


Paſchaſus prevail'd, 


and that his adverſaries who were greatly enraged againſt him, as appears 


| THE Authorof the Diſſertation has taken another courſe to ſully the Artic. r,of 


fame of John Scot's name, and gives a reaſon why his Book touching the Eu- 
chariſt was not condemned in the gth, Century. He ſays there 1s in the 


Library of S. Germains des pres ewo Manuſcripts of a Dialogue, entituled,Of . 


Natures, the Author of which is this ſame John Scot, and that this Book 
is full of Errors. He diſcourles on theſe Errors wirh the greateſt art and 
care, and draws from 'em theſe two conſequences. 1. 7 hat John Scot was 
a man very likely to invent Hereſies contrary to the Dottrin of the Church of 
his time. 2. We muſt not be aſtoniſh'd that Flereſtes, having been only tanght 
by a particular perſon, who had no followers, that the Book wherein he taught 
them ſhould not be publickly condemned. And this is what he believes the 
Dialogue of Natures doth mvincibly ſhew, becauſe that on one hand-it is 
full of Errors, and on the other, we do not find it was condemned. 


AS to the firſt , I freely acknowledg this Book is John Scot's , and that 
there are Errors in it ; but the Author of the Diſſertation ought not to con- 
ceal that John Scot did. not offer 'em of his own head , but herein only fol. 
 low'd the opinionsof ſeveral famous Fathers amongſt the Greeks and La- 
, tins, asS. Bafil,S. Gregory of Nyſſe, and S. Ambroſe, the pretended Denis the 

> Areopagite, and S. Maximus ; which does not hinder burtheſe Fathers have 
been alwaysingreat veneration in the Church. Jokn Scot cites them on eacl? 
of theſe opinions , he ſets down their paſſages; which made William of 
Malmsbury to ſay, That his Bqvk may profitably ſerve to reſolve difficult que- 
ftions, provided he be excuſed in ſome things, in which he has wandred from 
the way of the Latins, by reaſon of his following too much the Greeks. 


AS to the ſecond conſequence there is a great deal of difference between 
the Book of John Scot of Natures, and that of the Euchariſt of the ſame 
Author. Firſt, The Book of Natures perhaps has not been known but to 
few perſons, becauſe 'twas wrote at the entreaty of a patticular perſon, 
to witof Wolfadus Canon of Rheims, whereas that which he wrote on the 
Euchariſt muft needs have been publick , ſeeing he wrote by order of 
Charles the Bald, and in a time wherein the novelties of Paſchaſus had cx- 
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cited much clamour in the Church. Secondly, Altho the Book of Natures 
had been known, the errors which are therein contain'd being of the Fa- 
thers, whoſe names are venerable in the Church , we muſt not think ir 
ſtrange that they were ſpared our of reſpect to the Fathers, for whom the 
world has ever had fo greata veneration and condeſcention, altho they have 
not approved all their ſentiments. Bur ſuppoſing the Church ever believed 
Tranſubſtanrtiarion,and the Real Preſence, the error broach'd and maintain'd 
by John Scot in the Book of the Euchariſt -contrary to theſe two Articles, 
would have been hisonly, and not the Fathers, and conſequently nothin 
would have hindred the world from exerciſing the greateſt feyerity again 
John Scot's Book, and openly condemning ir. Thirdly, The errors which 
are in the Book of Natures are ſpeculative errors in matters out of the com- 
mon road and reach of ſenſe; whereas that of thc Book of the Euchariſt 
would have been a particular error on a Sacrament , which 1s continually 
before the eyes of Chriſtians; tor ſuppoſing , as I ſaid, the Church of thar 
time had believ'd Tranſubſtantiation and the Real Preſence, as the Roman 
Church believes them at this day, and adored the Sacrament as the proper 
Son of God Incarnate, the error of John Scot would have overthrown the 
Faith and Rites of all Chriſtians, and would have had as many adverſaries 
as there are perſons in the Church : The King himſelf, by whoſe order he 
wrote, would have been intereſs'd to have condemn'd ſo pernicious a Book, 
to avoid the being ſuſpected that he himſelf ſowed Herefies by the bor- 
row'd hand of John Scot. Itis then evident that the rwo conſequences of 
the Author of the Diſſertation are inſufficient to diminiſh or eface the repu- 
ration and authority of John Scot's name : and thus when the Book which 
bears the name of Bertram, ſhould be in efte& of John Scot, this Book 
would nor ceaſe to be of great weight and great authority. 


CHA P. VII 


An Examination of what the Author of the Diſſertation alledges 
againſt the Employs of John Scot. 


ſeveral teſtimonies which Hiſtoriags give John Scoz, has thoughr 
good to fall foul on 'em and maintain theſe four things : Firſt, 
That John Scot wasneither the Diſciple of Venefable Bede, nor the Compa- 


YA. HE Author of the Diſſertation finding himſelf diſturb'd with the 


on John Scot, Non of Alcuinus, nor the Founder of the Univerſity of Paris. Secondly, 


Artic. 4. 


That he was not Abbot of Etheling in Eng/and. Thirdly , That the Hi- 
ſtory of his Martyrdom is uncertain. Fourthly , That he has not been 
putin the rank of Martyrs by the Authority of the Supreme Prelates, and 
that his name is not to be found in any Edition of the Roman Martyro- 


logy. 


FOR the firſt of theſe Articles , I know not why the Author of the 
Diſſertation ſhould trouble himſelf about it ; ſeeing Mr. Claude mention'd 
nothing like it in his diſcourſe of Joh» Scot, We know that Bede dicd in 
735. that Alcainus diedin 804, and that Fohn Scot was living in the year 


870. Weacknowledg alſo that John Scot could not be the F om of the 
niver- 


tt. 
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Univerſity of Paris, ſeeing that this Univerſity did not begin till about the 
middle ot the 12th. Century, as all learned men are agreed. Yet can it 
not be deny'd but that thoſe who fell into theſe miſtakes, (ro wit,of making 
John Scot Bed:e's Diſciple the Companion of Alcuinus , and the Founder of 


the Univerſity of Pars, by ſecing the name of Fohn Scot ſo famous and re-- 


nowned amongſt Authors) would advance by the tame of his perſon the Ori- 
ginal of th' Univerſity of Pari,. which helps to eſtabliſh his Reputation 
and Authority, and to combar in general the pretenſions of the Author of 
the Diſſertation. | 


AS to the ſecond Article wherein our Author maintains that Fohn Erige- 
#5 was not Abbot of Aheling, Mr. Claude contented himſelf with faying 
in general, That he was made in England Abbot of a Monaſtery of the Royal 
Foundation. Ingulphus ſays the ſame, and remarks in particular that this Mo- 
naſtery was that of /#theling, | 


SO that here we have at leaſt Mr. Claude's ſincerity ſecured. Harsfeeld Se&t.g.cap.12. 


and Cellot the Jeſuit haverelated as well as he, the teſtimony of Ingulphus ; 


and I know not why he might not make ule of it as well as theſe Authors - IF" +4 
oo. Pp. $. 


who are of thc Roman Church. 


I confeſs tis ſomewhat difficult to determin preciſely whether the reſti- 
mony of [galiphus be abſolutely true, when he ſays Alfred gave the Abby 
of /&theling to John Scot ; for I know rhere are Authors whodeny that Joh 
the Abbor of Arheling was the fame John Scor-whom we mean. We will ſee 
preſently* what are the reaſons which the Author of the Diſſertation brings 
to prove that theſe are two different perſons ; yet howſoever, 'tis true in ge- 
necal Authors agree that John Scot, the ſame we ſpeak of, was received very 
kindly by King A/fred, and had a very conſiderable employ in England, 
when he cerired thicher ; which is ſufficient to keepup his Reputation, and 
ſhew he was in no ſort reſpected as an Heretick, who withſtood the con- 
ſtant and univerſal Faith of rhe Church. 


MORE OV ER, thereaſons which the Author of the Diſſertation of- 
fers to oppole the teſtimony of vga/phus, who will have John Scot to be 
Abbotof Aheling, are very flight ones, and fall ſhorr of convincing or 
perſuading. He agrees there was one Johy who was made Abbor of Ahe- 
ling, bur will have him to be another than our Johx Scor. His firſt proof is, 
that John Abbot of Atheling was of the County of Eſſex, which is to 
ſay, of the County of the Weſtern Saxons , whereas the other was an Iriſh 
man. 


BUT this proof is a ve 
genere, as ſpeak Aſſerus and Roger de Howden , or, Ex antiqua Sazonia ori- 
undum, as ſpeaks William of Malmsbury, are not inconliftent with the ſur. 
name of Scot, or Erigenus , that is to ſay, Iriſh man. Nothing can hinder 
but that hemight have been originally trom the County of Eſſex and an 
Iriſh man by the abode which he made in reland. Ir may happen that our 
French men have ſpoken leſs exaCt of the true Country of John Scot , than 
Aſſerus has done, who knew him more particularly. In efte& Harsfeld 
Will have John Scot to be ſfurnamed Iriſhman, only on the account of rhe 
abode which he made in /re/and, where he had been brought up , but was 
really an Engliſh man, and of the Country of Efex, We know that — 

ur- 


weak one; for theſe terms, Ex Saxonum 
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ſurnames of Countrics have been ever given to divers perſons, by reaſon of 
the abode which they made therein. Cicero gives two Countries to every 
man, one the Country where he is born, and the other the Country which 
has favourably received him. When once this laſt kind of ſurnames is be- 
come as proper, one retains'em till-death , and after it; which 1s not in- 
conſiſtent with what may be ſaid moreover of the Country wherein a man 
is born. And therefore Ingulphus who firſt decried the Text of Aſſerus, 
did not believe that for this pretended difference of the name of Iriſh man, 
and of the Country of Eſſex, a man ought to make two John Scots, the one 
a Saxon, and the other an Iriſh man. Similter, ſays he , de wveteri Saxonia 
Joannem cognomento Scotum accerrimi ingenii Philoſophum ad ſe alliciens, Ade- 
lingia Monaſterii ſui conſtituit Prelatum. When he ſays, De veteri Saxonia 
Joamnem cognomento Scotum ; he ſhews ſufficiently that there is not accord- 
ing to him any inconſiſtency in making him of the Country of Eſſex, and 
yet giving him rhe ſurname of Iriſh ; the one deſigning the Country of his 
Birth, and the other that of his Abode. The Author of the Diſſertation 
tells us that /»gulphus has ſuffered himſelf to be impoſed on by ſome Impo- 
ſtor, who was affection'd to John Sco?, What is this but a mere conjeQure 
inthe Air, which has neither proot nor ground, nor any appearance of 
truth 2 


T HE ſecond proof of our Author'is taken from that he pretends Fohy 
Scot withdrew into England t avoid the ſhame which he endured of being 
reputed an Heretick in France, whereas John Abbot of AZtheling was ſent 
for over into England by a mellenger from Alfred. 


T HIS proof is no more concluſive than the reſt : For firſt, /»gulphas 
overthrows this pretended occaſion of the retreat of John Scot into England, 
by ſaying that Alfred drew him over ro him, The firſt who ſuppoſed this 
cauſe of his retreat was Simeon of Durham , or William of Malmsbury, of 
whom the Author of the Diſſertation ſays Simeon has borrow'd it. Now 
William of Malmsbury wrote a long time ſince i. 9197 others have fol- 
low'd Simeon of Durham, without examining whether what he ſaid was well 
grounded or not. So that all their teſtimonies do reduce themſelyes to 
that of one man, poſterior to Ingulphus, and who conſequently by all the 
laws of Hiſtory cannot be preferred before him. Secondly , Theſe fame 
Hiſtorians who will have the cauſe of John Scot's retreat into England to 
bean effect of the diſpleaſure which he had -to be accuſed of Herefie by 
his adverſaries, yet do acknowledg that he was drawn over thither by A/- 
fred, Cujus munificentia illeftus, & magiſterio ejus, ut ex Scriptis Regis in- 
tellexi, Melduni reſedit, fays Simeon of Durham, which is to fay , that he 
was won by the Kings liberality, to be his Tutor. Roger de FHowden and 
Matthew of Weſtminſter fay the ſame thing in the lame terms : ſo that ac- 
cording to them theſe two things do not contradict one another , that John 
Scot was call'd into England by Alfred, and yet came thither thro ſome dif- 
guſt which his enemics had given him in Fraxce. 


THIRDLY , French Hiſtorians fay alſo that John Scot was called 
over into England by Alfred. Obſerve here what an ancient Chronicle of 
France fays which ends in 1137. Atthe entreaty of Alfred, John Scot re- 
turn'd from France, where he was with Charles the Bald. Bur fourthly , It 
we ſuppoſethat this John Scot, whom the Hiſtorians ſay was fetcht over 


from France into England, together with S. Grimbald, by an _ 
ear 
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ſeat on purpole by Alifred tor him, is dittcrent from our Fohx Scot ; it can- 
not be ſaid who he was, Aſſerus ſpeaks of him; not as of an obſcureperſon, 
but as a famous man. 7he King, lays he, ſent beyond Seq into France Embaſ: 
fadors, to ſearch for Maſters, and drew over Grimbald a Prie/# and a Monk ; 


he brought over likewiſe John, who was alſo a Prieft and a Monk, a man of 


' 4 great wit, and well vers'd inall Sciences. Let us be inform'd who this fa- 
mous man was in France, this man that wasſo well known, and deſerved 
to be ſent for by an Embaſſage? For we do not any where find there was in 
France atter the middle of the gth. Century any other man of this Chara- 
Cer, and name of John, but John Scot. We find indeed mention made of 


of Grimbald, that he was a Monk of S. Bertin , who underſtood Muſick, 


bur was far from equalling in Wit and Learning this John Scot, of whom 
Aſſerus ſpeaks. How then came it to paſs that there remains no trace of 
this pretended John, ſuppoſing this was not he. 


THE Author of the Diſſertation's third foundation is , that John Stor 
withdrew from France into Exg/and about the year 864. whereas John Scot 
the Abbor of A:heling, companion of S. Grimbald came over there bur in 
884. Bur why mult job» Scot have pals'd over from France into England, 
about the year 864. Becauſe, lays our Author, Nicholas the Firſt, prayed 
Charles the Bald ro ſend him ſpeedily John Scot, or at leaſt to ſuffer bim no 
longer to remain in his Univerſity of Paris, left he ſhould corrupt it with his 
Errors. Hinc eſt quod dileCtioni veſtrz vehementer rogantes mandamus, 
quatenus Apoſtolatui noſtro Joannem reprzſentari faciatis, aut cerre Pariſj- 
us in Studio, cuyjus jam olim Capital fuiſſe perhibetur, morari non ſinatis, 
ne cur tritico ſacri eloquii grana Lolii & Zizaniz miſcere dignolcatur ; & 
panem quzrentibus , venenum porrigat. '7 was without doubt, adds our Au- 
thor, after theſe Letters that John Scot withdrew into England. Seeing then 
Pope Nicolas has govern d the Church fince the year 858, till 868. We -muſt 
place th' arrival of John Scot into England about the year 864. that 75 to ſay, 
twenty years before Altred cauſed Grimbald and John to come to him. For 
- Aſſer aſſures us this was in the year 884. 


T HIS reaſoning ſuppoſes fats which are not proved. * Firſt , This 
fragment of the Letter of Nicolas I. to Charles the Bald, wherein is mention 
of John Scot and the Univerſity ot Paris, is a piece ſuppoſed a great while 
after the gth. Century ; tor the Univerſity of Paris, as I have already ob- 
ſerv'd, began not beforerhe 12th. Century ; and theſe terms of Studium and 
of Capital, to expreſs the Univerſity and Reftor of it , were not in uſe in 
Nicolas I. his time, Secondly, The Author. of the 'Diſſertation informs us 
that the Letter of Anaſtaſius the Popes Library-keeper to Charles the Bald, 
of which we have already ſpoken, was written in the year 875. and proves 
it by a Manuſcript of the Jelnits of Bourges, which bears expreſly this date. 
'Now in this Letter Anaſtaſius gives ſingular commendations to John Scot, 
calling him virum per omnia ſanitum; what likelihood is there then , Ana- 
ftafins would give praiſes of this kind toa man who was eſteem'd at Rome an 
Heretick, and was oblig'd for this reaſon, and the Popes accuſation , to 
withdraw from the Court of Charles? 


OUR Author impertinently ſuppoſes from the teſtimony of Aſſervs, 
that John the Abbot of Atheling pals'd not over into Eng/and till 884. Had 
he read Aſſerus with a little more refleftion, he would have found that ab 
tho Aſeras refers the ſending for of Grimbald and Jobn, to the year 884. 

. yer 
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yer does he not thereby intend preciſely to fix it to the year 884. Aſſerus 


recapitulates on the year 884. the private lite of Alfred, fince the year 868. 


which was the year of his Marriage, omitting ſeveral important things thar 
he might not interrupt the narration of the Wars of this Prince, even as in 
the year 868. he had recapitulated whatſoever Alfred had done during his 
youth. - So Aſſerus does not ſay in that = , as he muſt have done if he 
would have preciſcly defign'd the year 884. but he fays in theſe times, his 
temporibus, | 


T HE fourth proof of the Author of the Diſſertation is no better than 
the reſt. He ſays thar Mr. Claude having written that John Scot died in the 
year 884.0r in the preceding year,he could nor be this John whom Affred the 
King of Eng/and ient for by reaſon of his Reputation and Learning , ſeeing 
that this Joh» was not made Abbot till the year 888. or 827. as all Hiſtor1- 
ans agree, and that he began nor his regency at Oxford till the year 886. as 
we find inthe Annals of the Monaſtery of Wincheſter, of which Grimbald 
was made Abbot at the fame time as Fohn his companion , was of that of 
Atheling. A 

B UT there's nofolidity in this proof: Firft, It is plain one cannot ga- 
ther any thing certain from"Hiſtorians, cither rouching the year of Fohn 
Scot's death, nor that wherein Alfred called Grimbald and John into England. 
Secondly, Neither is there any certainty in the' Annals of Wixcheſpgr, which 
refer to the year 886: the foundation ot the Univerſity of Oxford by Grim- 
bald, and John his companion two years after their arrival in Exg/and; for 
this ſo great an antiquity of rhe Univerſity of Oxford is a mere fable , as 
has been proved by Biſhop Zſher : ſo that whatſoever can be reaſonably 
concluded hence is, that there being nothing certain in all this Chronology, 
there can be nothing alledged hence to conclude that Fohn Scor died in the 

ear 883. .or 884. And conſequently the conjefture of Mr. Claude (who 
bs only in this reſpect follow'd Baronius may be reſpected as doubtful.) 
But to conclude hence that John Scor, and John the Abbot of Atheling were 
two different perſons, is very abſurd. 


AFTER all, twothings clearly enough ſhew that this whole criticiſm 
of the Author of the Diſſertation, who puts a difterence between Fohn Scot 
and John the Abbor of ;Ztheling, is merely imaginary , and that in cftect 
they are but one and the ſfame.perſon. The firſt is, That amongſt the per- 
ſons of the 9th. Century who were in any wiſe famous in France , we find 
no mention of this pretended John, whom Alfred ſent for. The other, that 
"tis evident Aſſerus (who was Contemporary of John Scot) has made no men- 
tion of him, if John Scot were not the Abbot of A#theling , which is very 
ſtrange, ſeeing it cannot bedenicd bur John Scot was a moſt famous man, 
much reſpected by Alfred, and conſequently well known to 4ſſerw , who 
lived inthefame Court, 


I F we conſider theſe two reaſons with an unbiaſſed mind,I am perſuaded 
they will be found ſtronger than all yhe conje&tures of our Author, Ir is true 
one may yet form a difficulry which our Author has not taken notice of, 
which is, that Aſſerus ſeems to fay this Fohn of whom he ſpeaks was Aflaſ- 
{inated by his Monks at A#heling, whereas William of Malmsbury and the 
Hiſtorians who follow'd him, aſſure us, that John Scot was kill'd by his Scho- 
lars at Malmsbury, and there interred. Bur itis certain there could _ 

thing 
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thing more eafie than to confound the circumſtance of the place whercin 

John Se was aſſaſſinated, and take icfor another , 1Wiltam of Malmsbyry, 

who is the firſt of thoſe who laid the Scene of this Tragedy at Malmsbary, 

recorded it near 2.50. years after it hapned, Afſerus does not ſay John Scot 

died on the ſpot, and it will not ſcem impoflible, that having been woun. 

ded at /Ztheling, he was carried to Mal/msbury, or dying at theling , his 

body was carried thither, or having been Abbot. of Arheling and Malmſ:- 

bity both together, as it was commonly the cuſtom of that time, for one 

man to: have ſeveral Abbies , this might give occaſion to this difference. | 
Howdſoever it be, it is far more reaſonable to conclude from the conformity 
of the relation of Afſerus and William of Malmsbury touching the main of | 
th' event, than from one only Hiſtory, tro make rwo by reaſon of ſome ſlighr | | 
diverſity which is between 'em on the circumſtance of the place. And this | 
ſeems the more likely , becauſe, as I have already faid, we have the formal | 
teſtimony of rguiphus an Hiſtorian of the 1 1th. Century, who aſſures us | 
that this John the Abbor of Arheling was no other but John Scot. 


-I—> —— C—— - 


CHAP. VII. 
That John Scot was eſteemed a Martyr. 


T'S certain the death of Johy Scot was reſpeCted as a kind of Martyr- x, ,, 1, [ 
I dom, D« Yal a Doftor of Sorbon , Cellot, and Alford Jeſuits , have p. 135: 
maintain'd this againſt the unjuſt ſuſpicions of Genebrard, and ſome p rg rg 
others. Why then does the Author of the Diſſertation pretend in his 6th. Azz. 883. | 
Article, that this Martyrdom is a thing doubtful. ſeek. 41, | 
THERE betwo forts of proofs which confirm the truch of thisz the 
one real, and the other verbal. The real is a ſtately Monument which was Gui. Mans. 


ſer up for him in the Church of Maimsbzry, and was to be ſeen there befc 7 ef ng, | | | 
the 12th. Century with this Inſcription. =_— «6; 6, tht - 


Clauditur hoc tumulo ſanflus Sophiſta JFoannes, a | "my 
Qui ditatus erat jam vivens dogmate miro, we | 
Martyrio tandem Chrilti conſcendere regmum, My 
Quo meruit ; ſantti regnant per ſzcula cuntta. | 


William of Malmsbury has well cdajeQured that theſe Verſes were ancienter 1118 
than his time, Scabrt quidem, fays he, & moderni temporis lima carentes , ſed == 
ab antiquo non ita deformes. 


T O this proof we muſt add the teſtimony of Gofzelix who has inſerted 
John in his Catalogue of Engliſh Saints, which he made in the beginning of 
the 12th, Century, S. Adelmas, & Joannes Sapiens in loco qui dicitur Adef- tſe dr ſuceeſe 
mu ibirig. | Eccl. 6,2, 


WHEREUNTO we may add the teſtimony of almoſt all Hiſtorians. 
"Tis thus the continuer of Bede ſpeaks, as alſo Will/am of Malmsbury, Simeon 
of Durham, Roger de Howden, Matthew of Weſtminſter, Helinaud the Monk 
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of Froidmond, the Author of Memoriale Hiſtoriarum (whoſe paſlage I have 
related) Vincent de Beavais, Antonin Arch-Biſhop of Florence, Baronius and 
ſeveral other modern Authors that have follow'd them. 


T O all which the Author of the Diſſertation anſwers, that he acknoy- 
ledges the holineſs of this famous John, as well by the Epitaph ſpoken of 
by Wiliam of Malmsbury, and.the Hiſtorians who have written after him, 
as by the Catalogue of Gotz/in; but denies this Fohx to be the ſame John 
Scot. Hepretcnds then that William of Malmsbury , Who firit attribured 
to John Scot, what agreed only to another John a Martyr, was to blame in 
doing it, that the Hiſtorians who followed William of Malmsbury ought 
not to have followed him, and that in effe& William himſelf offers where- 
withal to refute what he himſelf ſays. To fortifie this conjeture he ob- 
ſerves thar the Martyrdom of John Scot was unknown to Berenger, and 
thoſe of his Party, who could not have been ignorantfof ir, neither would 
have failed to take notice of it, eſpecially fince the condemnation of John 
Scot under Nicolas II. Whence he concludes that the fame of the Martyrdom 
of John Scot was diſperſed up and down by his Diſciples, and that this was 
not the ſentiment of the Church in which John Scot died. 


BUT there are few people who will remain fatisf'd with theſe conje- 
Etures of our Author. For firſt, It this Fohn the Martyr of Malmsbury be 
not John Scot, who was he then? How comes it people have fo univerſally 
loſt the knowledg of him, ſince William of Malmsbury has confounded him 
with John Scot > Did he live before John Scot, or ſince? How could W:l- 
liam's miſtake cauſe all England to loſe the knowledg of him 2 How comes 
it no body ever diſcovered the error of William > Whence is it that Wil- 
tiam himſelf could not meet with any thing ro undeceive him , when he 
ſought into the Antiquities of his Bene 4or the making his Hiſtory 2 
"Tis very ſtrange that ina matter of fat, a perſon who has written at Paris 
in 1669, ſhould pretend to know better whoſe the Tomb was that was 
ſeen in the 12th. Century at Malmsbury, than William of Malmsbury, who 


lived in this ſame Conyent, and who apparently omitted no enquiries for 


his ſatisfaction. 


I T is probable that William was not the firſt Author who mention'd the 
Martyrdom of John Scot. For the continuer of Bede , whoſe Book was 
Printed at Heidelberg in 1587. formally mentions it , and the Author of 
the Diſſertation believes that he who continued this work of Bede is dif- 
ferent trom William. 1 confeſs that Yefius has been miſtaken in fixing 
this Author to the year 1080. ſeeing it is certain helived till the beginning 
of the 12th. Century. Bur it does notfollow from the error of Fotos that 
he was poſterior to William. This Continuer clearly denotes that he was 
Contemporary to Guitmond, now Guitmond preceded William of Malmsbury; 
for this latter wrote in 114z. whereas the other died about the end of the 
11th. Century, or at the beginning of the 12th. That it there be found 
ſeveral things alike in this Continuer, and in V/i//;am, it is more reaſonable 
to fay. that William has taken from-the Continuer , than to fay the Conti- 


' *nuer has taken from William, and that the rather , becauſe W7/;am has en- 


larged his Hiſtory farther than the other by thirty years , which is the na- 
tural CharaQter of a later Hiſtorian, 


BUT 
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BUT ſuppoſing William of Malmsbury be the firſt who has ſpoken of 
the Martyrdom of John Scot, this does bur the more confirm the truth of 
this Hiſtory : for writing as hedid in the very place, and in the fame Con- 
vent wherein what he relates bapned , 'tis juſt ro believe, that in this 
Narration he has offered nothing, but: what was grounded on authentick 


Ads, or ona Tradition which in his time palſs'd for an undeniable rrugh in 
this Convent. 


IT is to no purpoſe for the Author of the Diſſertation to diſtinguiſh 
what this William of Malmsbury has taken from the ancient Monuments of 
his Church, and what he has added thereunto of his own. He ought nor 
thus to make of his own head this diſtin&tion on an Hiſtorian of rhe 12th. 
Century, and to tell us preciſely , here's what he has raken from the Mo- 
numents of his Church ; here's what he has added thereunto of his own : 
There was one Job: that ſuffered Martyrdom and was reputed a Saint ; 
this is of the ancient Monuments of the Church of Malmsbary , but that 
this Fohn was John Scot, is anaddition of W1ll;am. This diſtinCtion of our 
Author is bold enough , and was in effe&t unknown to Simeon of Durham, 
to Roger de Howden, to Matthew of Weſtminſter , and toall thoſe other Hi. 
ſtorians which I have already denoted, who all certainly believ'd, that the 
Martyrdom of John Scot, related by William oft Malmsbury,. was a truth 
of Hiſtory which is beyond queſtion. | 


HIS telling us that William was the firſt Hiſtorian who gave to 
King Alfred two Maſters of the name of John, the one furnam'd the 
Saxon Abbot of #theling, the other ſurnam'd Scot, and. fince a Martyr. 
Firſt, William does not fay formally that this was two different men, 
Fehn the Saxon, and -Fohn Scot, nor that one was ſurnam'd the Saxon, 
and the other Scot ; he ſays only in one place, Joannem ex antiqua Saxonia 
oriundum : and in another, Joannes Scotus. Neither muſt one. neceſſarily 
conclude from his diſcourſe that he regarded them as two different men, as 
will appear it we take notice of what he wrote, and of the occaſion which 
has oblig'd him the firſt rime to make mention of this Jahn, as- it were tran- 
ſiently, reſerving himlelt to ſpeak of him more amply afterwards, as he 
has done. But when we ſhould ſuppoſe, that William would diſtinguiſh 
theſe two Johns, this makes nothing to th' eſtabliſhing what he relates of 
the Martyrdom of Joh Scot's being a table of his own invention: on rhe 
contrary, this very ching would help to cſtabliſh, that knowing two Johns, 
and diſtinguiſhing them, he muſt have berter known what ought to be faid 
of both oneand the other. Neither can it be ſaid that he made two Johns 
Tutors of Alfred ; tor when he ſpeaks of John who was Abbot of Arhel- 


ing, he does not ſay that he was the Tutor of Alfred, he fays this only 
under the name of John Scot, 


AS to whatthe Author of the Diſſertation has remark'd, that Anaſtaſius 
in his Letter written to Charles the Baldin 875. ſeemsro ſpeak of John Scot 
as of a manalrcady dead ; which ſhews thar he was not the Turor of 4/- 
fred, ſeeing thar this Prince gave not himſelf to learning rill in the year 884. 
Neither is it. moreoyer likely that ſo Religious a Prince would make uſe of 
ſuch a man. as | John Scot, who was decried as an Heretick driven out. of 
th' Univerſity, of Paris atthe earneſt purſuit of Nicolas 1. as holding Do- 
 Arins contrary to the principal Fundamentals of Chriflian Religion, 
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I anſwer firſt, Tharour Author'returns continually to his fabulous Hiſto- 
ry, aSif John Scot could have been driven out in the gth. Century from 
the Univerſity of Paris which beganonly in the 12th. Secondly,It is certain 
that Anaſtaſius ſpeaks of Erigenus as of an holy and famous man , Yirum, 
ſays he, per omnia ſanttum ; which does not ſhew that he was thought then 
unworthy of being the Kings Tutor, nor that.-he was decried at Rome for 
an Heretick. Thirdly, Secing that John Scot was very much eſteem'd by 
Charles the Bald, he might be fo too by Alfred Son of Atelwolph , Son in 
law to Charles the Bald. And in effect, W1{liam of Malmsbury teſtifies that 
he had feenthe Letters of Alfred, wherein this Prince treated John Scot 
with great eſteem and affection, Alfredi munificentia & miniſfterio uſus , ut 
ex ſcriptis Regis intellext, ſublimis Melduni reſedit , and this is a mere 
mockery to make theſe Letters pals tor fictitious ones fram'd by the friends 
of John Scot and Berenger, - Fourthly, Ir is not true that Anaſtaſius ſpeaks 
poſitively of John Scot , as of a man already deceaſed, and ſuppoting it 
were, he might think ſo by reaſon of his great age , or fome falſe report 
of his death, In fine, our Author ablurdly ſuppoſes that Alfred did 
not berake himſelf to learning till the year 884. he has faln into this mi- 
ſtake for want of conſidering that altho 4ſſerus and ſome of thoſe that have 
follow'd him have attributed to this year what they have faid of the Piery 
of Alfred, and his applying himſelf co learning, yet this happens merely 
from their recapitulating what hapned ſince the year 868, till 884, as have 


already obſerv'd. 


NEITHER is there more ſtrength in the Argument which our Au- 
thor draws from ſome terms which W:/l;am of Malmsbury makes uſe of in 
relating the Hiſtory of the Martyrdom of Fohn Scot. Foc tempore creditur 
fuiſſe Joannes Scotus (propter hanc infamiam (credo)t@duit eum Francie) a pu- 
eris quos docebat ut fertur perforatus, martyr @ftimatus eft. He pretends 
that theſe terms are doubrtul, fears and ſuſpicions, and that theſe ways of 
ſpeaking are likely to make one doubt of the truth of this relation. 


BUT all this deſerves no anſwer. Firſt, The Author of the Dzſerta- 
tion has mixt Simeon of Durham's Text which bears Propter hanc infamiam, 
&c. with that of William of Malmsbury , who relates this fa&t as a thing 
evidently certain. And in effe&t the firſt rerm creditur refers to the time 
wherein John Scot lived in England, The ſecond credo is added by the 
Author of the Diſſertation, being not the Text of Simeon of Durbam, who 
ſays only, Propter hanc infamiam teduit eum Francie, and ſuppoſing it were 
in the Text of Smeor, *twould only denote rhat it was his conjecture thar 
Fohn Scot left France for the diſpleaſure he had to find himſelf accuſed of 
Hereſfie ; neither do I know whether z2duit thus uttered , be not an ex- 
preſſion too weak for a man whom the trouble of ſeeing himfelt accuſed of 
2crime ſo capital as is that of Herefie muſt make to have paſſed from one 
Realm to another. The third rerm #t fertur denotes only *twas faid thar 
John Scot was ſtabb'd ro death with Pen-knites. Bur rhe fourth, Martyr £/ti- 
matus eſt, does not denote any thing doubttul, and plainly ſignifies that he 
was held for a Martyr, which appears from what William of Malmsbury 
adds, Quod ſub ambiguo ad injuriam ſantte anime non dixerim cum celebrem 
ejus memoriam ſepulchrum in finiſtro latere altaris & oe prodant ver- 
fs: To build hereon conjectures of the falſity of rhis Hiſtory, is very idle. 
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IN fine, the Argument which the Author of the Diſſertation draws 


from the ſilence of Berenger and his Diſciples who never mention'd the Hi- 
ſtory of the Martyrdom of John Scot , is of no weight. Firſt, We do nor 
know what Berenger and his Diſciples have ſaid, the greateſt part of rheir 
Writings never coming to our notice. Secondly, There's no inconyeniency 
to ſuppoſe that rhe memory of the Martyrdom of Fohn Scot (hapning in a 
little place, as is Ma/msbary, more than 150 years before the Diſputes of 
Berenger) became nor fo publick in France that Berenger and his Diſciples 
muſt needs know it. We know there are ſcarcely any remains of the fa- 
mous Monaſtery of S. A»gilbert, nor is he inthe Catalogue of the Saints, 


Fruſtra tamen Angilbertum queras , ut © innumeros tutelares noſtros ſanttos 5syntagm.4e 
inter moderna ſanclorum ſyntagmata, ſaid rhe deceaſed M. Peteau, Counſellor Nith. 


in the Parliament oft Paris. A man may fay the ſame thing of 7»zelram- 
mus, or Angilramnus , Who wrote the Book of Images under the name of 
Charlemain, and who pals'd for a Saint. For his name was in fine forgot- 
ten. Bur thirdly , Suppoſing Berexger and his Diſciples had a particular 
notice of the Martyrdom and Holineſs of John Scot, all thatcan be conclu- 
ded from their filence is, that oftentimes every thing isnot ſaid on a ſubject 
which may be faid. How many times have our Authors alledged the Books 
of Images under the name of Charlemain , without publiſhing rhe quali 

of Saint which has been givento this Prince 2 Has Paſchafu the adverſary 
of John Scot been mention'd as a Saint by :Layfraxc , and his other partners 
in their Diſputes againſt Berenger 2 Yet is it certain he was made to 
pals for, one at Corbze, and this circumſtance has been obſerved by Alanus 


and Sirmond. Burt, ſays the Author of the Diſſertation, Aſcelin would not pt ua. 2. x. 


have treated John Scot as an Heretick , he would —_— a difference __ dex Pauſch. 


tween his Book and his Perſon , had he believ'd he paſs d for a Martyr an 
Saint in the Church. 1 anſwer, that this remark concludes nothing , un- 
leſs that 4ſcelin ſuffered himfelt ro be tranſported by his paſſion and pre- 
judice ; bur 4ſcelin's tranſports do nor ar all invalidate the credibility of the 
Martyrdom and Holineſs of John Scot. And as to our Author's remark- 


ing that neither does /gu/phus ſpeak of this Martyrdom ; we need only - 


tell him that all Hiſtorians do nor fay every thing. Zgulphus ſays but one 
word of John Scot in treating of another ſubject. He denotes none of the 
circumſtances of his life, he relates only that he was called into England b 
Alfred, and ſettled ar /E£theling, Yeris it true that he gives him the Title 
of a moſt holy Monk. 


I Tis then certain that the ſilence of theſe Writers can neither diminiſhthe grge. x, 


truth of the relation which Wi/l;am of Malmsbury makes touching the Mar- 


tyrdom of Joh Scot, northe eſteemof his Holineſs in that Church where- 
in he lived. 


IT is certainly no leſs vain and irrational for the Author of the Diſſer- 
tation to ſet himſelt as he has done on criticiſing on a paſſage of Thomas 
Fuller, and a teſtimony of Heftor Boetius Deidonan. For ſuppoſing that 
Thomas Fuller and ſeveral with him, were miſtaken in faying that the mar- 
tyrology which makes mention of John Scot in the 4rh. of the Ides of No- 
vember was Printed at Amvers inthe year 1586. whereas it was Printed 
in 1583. by the command of Gregory XII. ſuppoſing 'twere true that this 


Martyrology was not the Roman, which neither Fuller, nor Mr. Claude have 


aftirm'd , ſuppoſing it were moreover true that Baronius has not taken 
away 
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away the name of Jobs Scot from the Roman Martyrology : and tho the 
words of Henry Firtfmon cited by Fuller and Varans were not well under- 
ſtood yer is it certain, Firſt, That Molanus Profeſior in Divinity at Louvain, 
has put Fohn Scot in his Appendix to the Martyrology of Zſuard publiſh'd 
at Amvers in 1583. Secondly, That Mr. De Sauſſay Biſhop of Toul has like- 
wiſe ſet him down inthe Martyrology of the Gallican Church, and that 
both of 'em thought rhemlelves oblig'd to follow. Deidonan ; who fays that 
John Scot was ſet down in the Catalogue of Saints by the ſacred Authority 
of the Popes. Thirdly, Iemay be that Arnaud Wion ſaying that the name 
of John Scot is to be ſeen inthe Roman Martyrology, has taken that of V/ 
ard for the Roman one. And in effect the learned are agreed, that the Mar- 
tyrology of 7ſuard was adopted by the Roman Church, and that there has 
not been any ſuch Martyrology as we have ſince Galeſtnus and Baronias, 
Fourthly, Suppoſing Arnaud Wien was miſtaken in his conjecture, yet is 
it {till certain that he has placed John Scot in the rank of the Saints of the 
Order of S. Benet, whercin he has been followed by rhe learned Hugo Me- 
ard, in the Text of the Martyrology of the Order of S. Benet, given the 
publick ; which he confirms in the firſt Book of his Obſervations on this 
Martyrology. Fifthly, A/ford the Jeſuit has follow'd Zugh Menard, and 
has nor ſought all theſe ſubterfugesof rhe Author of the D#ſſertation ; for 
he has rank'd John Scot in the Catalogue of Saints, in his Annals of Eng- 
land, Printed at Liege in 1663, whercin having mention'd him as a Mar- 
tyr, he acquieſces in the judgment which the Biſhop of 7ox/ made of him, 
whoplaced him in the rank of Saints in the Appendixes of his Martyro- 


logy. 
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A. 

{ Briddpnicrs, rhEi heb be, x. ” 
As Tins ignorateb, tr. | 70 
; Oolns uperſtitious, 1. 71 
Adoration, according to the Greeks and Latins, is tither ſubalt#/n", tf ſpoe- 
. reign, or relative, or abſolute, br inward, or outward, Y. t53 
AdBtition of rhe Filharit, the queſtion of it muſt be conſidered ds a means 

to clear up that of Tranſubſtantiation, and not as a conſequence, 1. © 156 


Adotation of-the Eichariſt okble, actbrding to Mr. Arnaud , voluntary and 
ritual, 1. | x55 
The Greeks adore not the Sacrament with a ſovereign and abſolute Adoration, 
as the Latins do, 1. | I 33: ſeq. 
The Greeks do not praftiſe any of thoſe things which-the Latins do to ſbew 
Phat they Adore the Sacriment with a ſovereign adoration 164 
& juſtifie the relative Adoration of Images by the example of the 


The Gree 

Adoration of the Euchariſt — | I 66 
The Greeks place the. Adoration of the Euchariſt 'in the ſame rank with that 

of the Croſs, Temples, and ſacred Veſtments 166 
Abraham Echelen/isn decrygd Aut bor, univorthy of. cred}t, 2. 4 
Accidents, their exiſtence without a ſubjett,not taught by the Greeks, 1. 186 
Alexis Comenius the Greek Emperor favours the Latin Religion, 1. 18 
Amibaſkidors, of England a#4 Holland juftiffd in the bufineſs of Cyril, 
againſt the unjuſt accuſations of Mr. Arnaud, 1. 205 
Armenians believe that Feſus Chriſt was man only in appearance, 9. I7 
Armenians are real Eutyckians, 2. © | I9 
Armenians extreme ignorant, 1. 68 
Armemans very ſuperſtitious, 2. 72 


Armenians rejeft expreſly Tranſubſtantiation and the Real Preſence, 2. 26 
Armeniags believe that the Sacrament is the Body of Jeſus ' Chriſt in fign or 


, reſemblance, 2. l 2 
Atmenians pretend to renounce their Opinions to cheat the Latins, 2. 34 
Armenians, au accoant of their Opinions taken by Pope Benedict XII, 2. 29 


What ſignified the Amen which the Communicants anſwered, 2. 6" I41 
| r. Ar- 
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Mr. Arnaud ſeems to prefer the reputation of the Treatiſe the Perperuit 

before the intereſts of the Roman Church, 1. f = 
Mr. Arnaud cenjures what he does himſelf. 1. - 
Mr. Arnaud leaves the method of the Author of the Perpetuity and his pre- 


tenſion, 1. 2M 26 
Mr. Arnaud produces nothing that is formal on the Greeks part for Tranſub- 
ftantiation, 1. | | 118 
Mr. Arnaud cites the teſtimony of Latinifd Greeks, x. 263 
Mr. Arriaud quotes doubtful Authors, 1. 263 
Mr. Arngud produces the teſtimonies of falſe Greeks, Scholars of the Seminary 

- at Rome, 1. $ 26 
Mr. Arnaud is oblig'd to prove his Thefis touching the Greeks by poſitive i 
uments, whereas we may prove ours by negative ones, 1. 277 
Mr. Arnaud contradifts himſelf, 1. 315 
Mr. Arnaud oppoſes himſelf, and treats himſelf as ridiculous, 1. 17 
Mr. Arnaud overthrows the argument which thoſe of the Church of Rome 
draw from theſe words, My Fleſh is meat indeed, 2. 77 
Mr. Arnaud does himſelf overthrow with one b/ow the greateſt part of his 
Book, 2 ibid. 
Mr. Arnaud's diſcourſe favours the Sociniens, 2. I14 
Mr. Arnaud's Defences weak againſt my complaints; 2. 260 
Mr. Arnaud's perſonal complaints and accuſations unjuſt, 2. 264 
Mr. Arnaud and the Author of the Perpetuity's expreſſions diſadvantagious 
to Chriſtian Religion in al, 2. | 2.68 


Mr. Arnaud and his friends ſuſpefted to be of intelligence with us, 2. ibid, 
Mr. Arnaud's negative Arguments taken fingle , overthrow one another, x. 


2 
Articles whereon the Greeks and Latins diſagree, and yet do not diſpute Þ--. 


ON, I- 2 
Mr. Aubertin's Book the firſt occaſion of this diſpute, 1. - : 
Mr. Aubertin's Book, whereof it conſiſts, 1. = 
Mr. Aubertin's Book has been indirefly aſſaulted, t. I3 

B. 
Read of the Euchariſt confidered by the Greeks in two times , or on the 
B Prothefis, or on the Altar, 1. 216 
Bread is changed into the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , according to the Greeks, 1. 


216 
Bread, ## ivhat manner chang'd, God only knows, ſay the Greeks, 1. ibid. 
Bread, change thereof into the Body of Jeſus Chriſt may be underſtood in two 


manners, I. . 217 
Brcad and Wine are joyd-to the Divinity according to the Greeks, 1. 220 


Bread is made the Body of Jeſus Chriſt by way of augmentation, according to 
the Greeks, 1, 227 


G- 
Aſaubon, 4 man of an unſettled mind, and of no great judgment, 1. "wg; 3 
( Gcoruriacors of Magdebourg are not witneſſes be alecged in this Cor af 
38 


troverſie, 1. 


Centu:- 
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Concartes, all of *em. muſt be traced- in beginning from the Apoſtles "as 
ſearch of Tradition, 2. LOO 
Century 10. mixt with two Doftrins, to wit, that of Paſchaſus, and that of 


Bertram, 2. I75 
Century 10. very ignorant, '2. I78 
' Century ro. very confuſed, 2. 180 


Change hapned touthing the point of the Adoration of Images, 2. 192 
Changes inſenſ/ible hapned either amongſt the Greeks, or amongſt the Latins, 2. 


195 

Chriſtians of the Eaſ? very ignorant, 1. | | .6 
Chriſtians of S. John very ignorant, I. ' FRs 
Church is call 4 the- Body of 'Jeſus Chrilt, the Real Body, &c. 2. 74 
Commerce frequent between. the Greeks and the Latins , fince the 11th. Cen- 
. Fury, I. «1... 
Council of Conſtantinople taught the: Euchariſt was a ſubſtance of Bread, x. 
| 347 


Council of Nice Il. »»juſtly arrogated the Title of Univerſal, t. 356 
Council of Nice II in what ſenſe denied the Bread was an Image, 1. 40 
Council of Nice II. i» what ſenſe meant the Bread was properly the Body of 
Feſus Chriſt, 1. | 339 
pen 4 Conſtantinople, why it called the Buchariſt an Image that was ot 
eceitful, 1. K-21 2 
Council of Conſtantinople, in what ſenſe it ſaid our Saviour Chriſt choſe _ 
the Euchariſt, a matter which had not any trafts of humane likeneſs , leſt 
Idelatry ſhould be introduced, &c, 1. 353 
Council of Rome under Nicolas II. did not formally eſtabliſh Tranſub/tantia- 
F10n, T, ' 
Council of Florence held on politick reſpett; by bath fades, 1. 297 
Council of Florence, in which the Greeks would noimore diſpute, 1. os 
Council of Florence, iu which the'Greeks-afiſt againſt their wills, x. ibid. 
Council of Florence, ## which the re-union was made in general terms, 1. 12.7 


Concomitance mot —_— by the Greeks, 1. | 186 
ConjunCtion of Bread with the Body of Jeſus Chriſt , taught by ſome in the 
9th. Centur » So 233 
Conſtantin Monomaq. Greek Emperor favours the Pope againſt Cerularius, x. 
| I 80 

Coptics extreme ignorant, 1. 68 
Coptics ſaperſtitions, T. 71 


Coptics do not hold Tranſubſtantiation, nor the Real Preſence, 2. 54 
Cuſtom of Communicating nnder both kinds, that of giving the Communion ts 
little Children, and that of Faſting, till the Evening have been changed, 2. 


| I 90 
Croiſado's for the Holy Land in the 11th. and 12th. Centuries, 1. 
Cyril Patriarch of Conſtantinople had the Latins and the falſe Greeks far 
- his enemies, 1. _ * | | 2.06 
Cyril ever beloved by his Church, 1. 207 
'Cyril's Confeſſion not contrary to the Faith of the Greek Church, 1. 208 


D. 


[\fceaſed , according to the Greeks receive the ſame as the Living»in the 
Euchariſt, 1. ISI 


Deci- 


A TABLE of the Matters. 


Deciſions of Councils preſcribe not againſt truth Preface. 
Deciſions of Councils are conſiderable when conformable to Scripture ibid. 
Deoduin Biſhop of Liege imputes to Berenger, 1. 245 
Differences and Agreement between the Latins and the Greeks on the point of 
the Euchariſt, 1. | 233 
Differences and Agreements between the Greeks and us on the ſame point, 1. 
236 

Difference between the difficulties in the common myſteries of Chriſtianity 2 
thoſe in Tranſubſtantiation, 1. : 188 
Difficulties of Tranſub/tantiation fall naturally in the mind, 1. 189 
Difference between not believing the Real Preſence , and believing the Real 
Abſence, 2. 128 


Difference between the example of an Angel appearing under the form of a 
Man, and the Body of Feſus Chriſt in the Euchariſt under the form of 


Bread, 2. 148 
Dottrin of the Latin Church in the eighth Century, 2. t 
; E. 

Mutaries of the Romiſh Seminary ſent into Greece to receive Orders 
|- there from Schiſmatick Biſhops, 1, 205 
Emiſſaries make uſe of Schools to infinuate the Rowan Religion, 1. 99 
Emiſlaries o'reſpread the Eaſt fince the 11th. Century, 1. 90 
Emperors Greek have laboured to introduce the Latin Religion into Greece, 1, 

81 
Enthuſiaſms made in favonr of Mr. Arnaud's Book, 1. 47. 61 
Emiſlaries ſent robes to eſtabliſh the honor of the Sacrament, 1. 79 
Euchariſt zeceſſary to little Children, according to $. Auſtin , and the whole 
ancient Church, 1. 58 
Euchariſt breaks the Faſt, according to the Greeks, 1. 253 
Euchariſt buried by the Greeks, or thrown into Wells, and thrown on the 
ground, | f I'72 
Emiſlaries prevail! by Money, rt. 98 
Emiſlarics gain the Biſhops, 1. 97 
Futychiens ſay our Saviour was man only in appearance, 2. 16 
Er, us oft explicative and taken for that is to ſay, I. 224 
Echiopians believe neither T ranſubſtantiation, nor the Real Preſence, 2. 54 
Expreſſions gexeral capable of ſeveral particular ſenſes, 1. II9 
Expreſſions of the Greeks on other Subjetts, are like to thoſe on the Euchariſt, 1. 
I29 
Euchariſt according to the Greeks confiſts of Bread and Holy Spirit, 1. 218. 
F. 

Athers, according to Father Nouet are a Foreſt, Preface. 

Fathers muſt wot be the Rule of our Faith, 1. IO 
Fathers. againſt Tranſubſtantiation, 1. 40 


Fathers have wrote ſeveral things inconſiſtent with 7 ranſubftantiation, 1. 40 
Fathers, in what manner they explain themſelves when they defign the nature of 


the Sacrament, 2. 92 
Feaſt of God rejefted by the Greeks, 1. 165 
Formulary of the re-union between the Latins and the Greeks, different in 

Greek from the Latin, 1. 249 
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Eorgiens very ignorant, 1. | 68 
Greeks very zgnorant, I. & 
Greek Biſhops leave their Flicks to the Emiſſaries for Money, x. 98 
Greeks ſuperſtitious, 1. 72 | 
Greeks muth degtvtrated in their manners, 1. Ws 63 
Greeks entreat” the affſtance of the Latins, 1. 74- & ſeg. 
Greeks have always flattered the Popes with the the of their re-union , 1. 
' 8x 
Greeks of two ſorts, the oneunited tothe Roman Church, the others not uni- 
ted, 1. Log. & ſeq. 
Greeks re-united wt of + hay Diſpute, 1; - 210 
Greek Schiſmaticks of two ſorts, the one more rigid, the others leſs, 1, , 87 
Greeks do not believe 2) c þ eal iy thay of the Latins, T. IT2.2 234 
Grecks rejedt the term of T ranſubſtantiation, 1. I4 
Greek Apeſiat cenſured fer | puttin boy into kis Catechiſm the word T7, abfcbbas 
tiation, 1. II5 
Greeks muſt uſe the term'of ueleaiwas, if they believe the ſubſtantial con- 
verſion, I. I15. & ſeg. 
Grecks in their re-union have changed the terms of the Latins, 1, 22-4- 
| & ſe 
Greeks of the Council of Florence held not T ranſubſtant tation, 1. - 
Greeks Proſelytes of the Latins exprejs themſelves differently when conver- 
ted, 1. 128 
Greeks only receive the ſeven firſt Conncils, 1. IZz 
Grecks ſay our Saviour is preſent in the Book of the Goſpel, 1. IL 31 
Greeks ſpeak of the Bread and Wine before the C onſecration in the ſame man- 
ner as aſter, 1. I 31 
__ proſtrate themſelves tothe Bread and Wine before they be conſecra- 
fed, I. I32 


Grecks make ſeveral Particles I 32 
Greeks ca// the Particles of the Body of the Virgin, the Body of S. Nicolas, 
Cc. 1. I?T 
Greeks joyn the ſmall particles with the great ones, 1. 1. 
Grecks ſay that theſe Particles participate of our Lord's Body and Blood, x 


136 
Grecks only eſtabliſh a ſpiritual Communion with Jeſus Chriſt, 1. 148 
Greeks diſputing on the Azyms , ſuppoſe the Euchariſt to be real Bread; 1. 
16 
Greeks neglef the ſubſtance of the Sacrament, 1. I . 
Greeks teach mot the neceſſary conſequences of Tranſub/tantiation, nor the Real 
Preſence, 1. I85 
Grecks' do not believe there's made any” impreſſion of the phyſical form of he 
Body of Feſus Chriſt on the Bread, 1. j 231 
Greeks proſtrate themſelves before the Book of theGoſpel, 1. 158 
Greeks explain theſe words, This is my Body, in a ſenſe of virtue, 1. 307 
Greeks reject the Apochrypha, T. 280 
Greeks have nothing determinate among/t 'em touching the ſtate of Souls after 
death, 1. 209 
Greeks in heir re-union at Florence and elſewhere with the Latins never pre- 
tended to receive their Doftrin, 1. 287 


Greeks 
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Greeks little ſolicitous about affairs of Religion, I. 287 
Greck Biſhops love not diſputes, 1. | 287 
Grecks contented with maintaining their Doftrins without condemning thoſe of 
the Latins, 1. 287 
I. 
oo believe that Jeſus Chriſt was man only in appearance, 2. 17 
J Jacobits believe not 7 ranſubſtantiation nor the Real Preſence, 2. 54 
Jacobits rejef? Auricalar Confeſſion, 1. | 282 
John le Fevre a fabulous Author, 2. | 9 
John the Parifian maintain'd in the 14th. Century that Tranſubſtantiation 
was not as Article of Faith, 1. 288 
Jeſus _ alone , not the Prieſt , gives in the Communion his Body and r- 
lood, I. I'4 

Jeſus Chriſt preached his Goſpel to the damned , according to the Greeks, 1. 
280 


Infallibility of the Roman Church is a thing ' of which the ordmary ſort of 
ple cannot aſſure themſelves, 1. 29 
Infallibility of the Reman Church overthrown by the Author of the Perperui. 


ty, I. 4 53 
Infallibility por is a Principle to be proved, 1. 34 
Infallibility double, 1 7 | 55 
Invocation of Saints rejefted by the Greeks in one ſenſe, 1. 203 
Judgment of the Faculty of Paris on the affair of John the Pariſian, 1. 289 

K. 
Nowledg diſtin is taken in two ſenſes, 2. | 168 
Knowledg diſtinit, and _ knowledg are not the ſame, 2. - 170 
Knowledg diftzntt, and knowledg popular are not the ſame, 2. ibid. 
L. 
© Anguage double of Mr. Arnaud on the ſubjeft of the Euchariſt, y 
ted, 1. 347- & ſeq. 
Latins eſtabliſh Latin Biſhops in Paleſtin, and drive out the Greek ones, 1. 75 
Latins conſtrain the Greeks to embrace their Religion, 1. 77 
Latins fil Greece with Inquifitors, 1. 78 


Latins have done all they could to introduce Tranſubſtantiation amongſt the 
Eaſtern people, 1. ' 106 

Latins #» the re-union at the Florentin Council leave their uſual expreſſions 127 

Latins greatly perplexed touching the nouriſhment which our bodies receive in 
the 


chariſt, 1. 187 

Latins cauſe their Greek P roſelyt es to profeſs the Doftrin of Tranſubſtantiati- 
on, I, | ibid. 
Latins have never diſputed with the Greeks about their general expreſſions, 1. 
2.90 

Latins dreaded by the Greeks, 1, 285 
Legats Excommunicate the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, 1. 82 


m7 ane Greek, denote the Bread to be made the Body of Jeſus Chrilt in. ſan- 


Aification, 1, 140 


Liturgies, Greek, commonly term the Euchariſt Bread, 1. I4t 
Trttrt > Liurgies, 
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Liturgjcs, Greek, direR Prayers to our Saviour in Heaven after the Conſecra- 


tion of the Bread, 1. . _ PET 142 
Liturgies contain -xot ove clauſe which denotes the ſubſtantial Preſence, 1. 142 
M Aronits believe neither Trauſulſtantiat ion mr the Real Preſence before 

their union tothe Church of Rome, 2... -\ 52 
 Maronits very ignorant, 1, | SINE 69 
Manuel Comnenus Greek Emperor favours the Latins, 1. 83 
Matter ſubfiſts in the Euchariſt after Conſecration, © 2... 90 


Method, lawful, whereby to examin the Controverſie of the Buchariſt, Prel. 


Methods of Father Maimbourg and Nouet compared ibid. 

Method of Mr. Arnaud yields new.advantages ibid. 

Method of the Perperuity, four conſiderations thereon, 1. 

Method of Controverfie ought to be grounded on Principles either granted Fa 
both fides, or well proved ones, 1. 9 


Method of preſcription of the Author of the Perperuity fruitleſs, 1. 26 
Method «f the Perperuity, reduces us after many diſputes, ta begin again,1. 52 
Michael Paripanacius Greet _-_ favours the Roman Church, 1. 82 


Paleologus earneſtly Jabours for a re-union, 5. 84 
Moſcovits very ignorant, I. 69 
Moſcovits have no Preachers, 2. 'y 
Moſcovits very ſuperſtitious, 2. ibid, 
Moſcovits differ in many things from the Greoks, 2. 3 

N. 
] Eſtorians very ignorant, I, 69 
'V Neſtorians believe not Tranſubſantiation, &c. 2. 5 
Neftorians uſe not Anricular Confeſſion, nor confirmation, T. 282 


Nieetas PeCtoratus forced to burn his Book which he wrote againſt the Latins, 1. 
82 


O. 


Riental parts &reſpread with Monks and Emiſſaries finee- the 11th. Cen- 
4 ary s Io o 
efborn a Lutheran was deceived touching the Adoration which the Greoks 
ive the Sacrament, 1. 163 
Ortental people ſay that our Saviour dipt the Bread which he gawe to Judas to 
take off its Confecration, 2. 52 
Oriental people hold that the ſubſtance of the Euchariſt diſperſes it ſelf imme-- 
diately over all the parts of our body, 2. 52 
Oriental people ſay we myſt read, This is the Sacrament of my Body, 2, 53 


| P. | 
Pi Ligaridius, what kind of man, 1, - 266 
Patriarch, Greek , of Jeruſalem Excommunicates every year the Latin 
Church, 1. DH 206 
Poor are Jeſws Chriſt himſelf, 2. -74-E ſeq. 


Point fxt of the Author of the Perpetuity, impoſſible, 8c. I. 45 
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Policy hindered the Greeks and the Latins in the Council of Florence, to treat 
of Tranjubſtantiation ave the Real Preſence, and the Subſtantial Preſence, 1. 


| = \ I97 

Paſchaſius propoſes his Do&rin as the Dofrin of the Charch, which was not well 
wnderſtoed, 2. | I72 
Paſchaſius atts by way of oppoſition and contradittion in reſpeft of his Adverſa- 
ries, 'l. | EF7l 
Palchaſius taught the ſubſtantial Converffou and"Real Preſence, 2. 198 
Paſchaſius never vaunted that his Dottrin was that of the Charch of his 


time, %. | | 225 
Paſchaſius exdeavours to juſtifie himſelf from the charge of Enthuftafmand raſh- 
neſs, 2. | 210 
Paſchaſius was an Innovator, 2. 214 


Paſchaſius acknowledges that before him men wire ignorait of his Doftrin, 2. 


| | 214 
Paſchafius accuſed of being a Viftonary, Enthuftaſt, &c. 2. 219 
Paſchaſius his Adverſarids affirm that the Bread is the Body of Jeſus Chriſt 


in virtue, I. | 314 
Paſchaſius offers his Opinion as a Paradeox, 2. 224 
Paſchaſius azd Bertram contrary, 2. 255 
Paſchaſius ſubmits his Doftrin to the judgment of Frudegard, 2. 225 
Pafchaſius Author of the Doftrin of the- Real Preſence according to Bellarmin 

and Sirmond, 2. 226 
Pafchaſius defamed by his Adverſaries by reaſon of his Dotrin, 2. 22.8 
Preface to the Anſwer of Father Nouer, juſtifi'd, 2. 269 
Proofs negative, oppoſed againſt thoſe of Mr. Arnaud, 1. 272 
Proofs of fatt cannot be overthrown, &c. 1. | 7 
Proots immediate fronger than mediate ones, 1. I7 
Proofs which confider a thing in all reſpetts ſtronger than thoſe which conſider 

it only in one, 1. 18 


Proots of ones eyes and ſenſes more certain than thoſe of ratiocination, 1. 18 
Proofs of fatt ſtronger thaw thoſe 'of argumentation applied on the ſame 

aft, I, 22 
Load of good people according to the Greeks, help the damned, 1. 279 


er Body, the meaning of it, apply'd to the Sacrament, 2. 73 
Proper, aud Properly are apply'd to Subjetts wherein there is no propriety of 
ſubſtance, 2. *'75 
Proper has ſeveral fignifications, 2. V5 
| cb 

Ueſtions of right, how they ought to be decided, I. os 

( oetions of fatt how they ought to be decided, 1. ibi 
Queſtions of Faith ought to be decided by the Scripture, 1. ibid. 


Queftions on the Euchariſt, two, the firlt touching what we ought to believe of 
it, and the other touching what has been anciently held about it, x. + 36 
Queſtion touching the Greeks, is not whether they believe what we believe , but 


- whether they believe what the Roman Church believes, 1. I10 

Queſtion of the poſſibility or impoſſibility of the change frivolous, 2. 163 
R. 

Aban and Bertram have not oppoſed the Stercoranifts, 2. 253 

Reaſonings of the Author of the Perpetuity, are at moſt but probabHities,1. 
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 Recapitulation at the end of the Greek Ziturgy , wherein there is nothing 


- 


ſaid of Tranſubſtantiation and the Real Preſence, 1. 142 


Receive Jeſu Chriſt, and.to be ſanttifid, according to the Greeks is one and 


the ſame thing, 1. 149 
Receiving Jeſus Chrif is cauſed, ſay the Greeks, only by the good diſpoſitions of 
the Soul, 1. IS 
Revelation of Feſus Chriſt to S. Bridget, 1. * | 79 
Ruperr's opinion in the 12th. Century, 1. 238 


Ruſlians ignorant, 1. R 70 
Roman Church condemns not ſeveral: Opinions which yet ſhe does not ap- 


prove, I. 278 


S, 
CO Acraments ought #0 be eftabliſh'd immediately on the Word of God, Pref. 
| pens their number, not regulated by the Greeks, 1. 208 
Sacrament and Myſtery, what thoſe terms figytifie in the Writings of the Fa- 
thers, 2. | 2 
Sacrament may be conſidered, either in oppoſition to the thing . whereof it is a 
Sacrament, or conjoyntly with it, 2. | Y A 96 
Sacrament in how many ſenſes it may be ſaid to be truly the" Boaly-of Jeſus 
Chriſt, 2. | | 79 
Samonas a ſuſpefted and doubtful Author, 1. . | 2.6 
Scaliger's Colloquies, I. | 2 
SanCtification of: the Bread compared to the Dye which Wool takes, 1. 194 
Seminaries for the Eaftern People at Rome and elſewhere, x. | -:,20J 
Seminaries, the advantages which the. Roman Church receive thexce, 1, 10 
Senie, its language not contrary to that of Faith on the ſabjeft of the Eucha- 
riſt, 2. | | 67 
Senſe, .its language literal, and without a figare: 2. | 67 
Sentiment real, of the Greeks touching the change which happens in the Eu- 
chariſt, 1. | "WE 218 
Senſe metaphorical of a-propoſition to be oft receved, 2. IT 


-Senſe firſt and natural of theſe propoſitions, The Bread'is the Body of Jeſus 


_ Chriſt, Sc. is the Sacramental one, 2. I57 
Senſe natural of Propoſitions is determined by the matter in queſtion, '2.. 158 
Senſe of our Saviours words perplexed bythe Schoolmen , and Caſuiſts of the 

Koman Church, 2. : IO 
Sepſe of our Saviour's words cannot be faund out by the common people in the 
conſent of all Churches, 2. 99 
Senſe particular, cannot 'be attributed to perſons , who explain themſelves only 
- tn geoeral terms, 2. I23 
ions take their names from the things which they fignifie, 2. 73 
Synods of Cyril de Beroa and Parthenius again/t Cyril , ſuppoſed pieces, 
Ec. 1 | | 


C.. I. 210 
Silence of the Greeks, from whence Mr,/Arnaud takes bis argument , has nei- 
ther evidence, certainty, nor neceſſity, 1. 277 
Silence of the Greeks concludes nothing, 1. 278 
Sociniens mntereſſed againſt the Fathers, 1. 39 
Stercoraniſts who they were, 2. 246 
Stercoraniſts could not believe the Subſtantial Preſence, 2: 2.48 


Supplement which Mr. Arnaud pretends one ſhould make to the expreſſions 
. © the. Fathers is abſurd, 2. ” pre x4 


Suppoſitions of what uſe ina dſpate, 1. 4 
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Suppoſition which Mr. Arnaud makes; that the Real Preſence was believ/d = 


' zn the 7th. 8th. and gth. Centuries is unreaſonable and captious, 2. 6 3 


| Suppoſe we ought that in the 7th. 8th. and 9th. Centuries , neither Tranſub- 


: (kantiation nor the Real Preſence was held,, $o. 64 
ly metaphorical which uſe has made proper, 2 It 
>| Terms true and Truly are apply to ſeveral things, 2. 76 
Lies np us ve anbing; 2-5 EE 399 
Tratiſlator and a Paraphraſiſt their difference, 1. 359 


Treatiſe of the Perpetuity is a real ma(s of difficulties, F. 


Franſubſtantiation and the Real Preſence, confidered in a Church wherein they 


are held, 1. F 41 
Tranſubſtantiation is the preciſe determination of the manner of the change 
of the Bread, 1. IZO 
Tranſubſlanriation zs not 4 ſpeculative Dofirin, 1. ibid. 
Tranſmutacur and Tranſubſtantiatur are not ſynontmous terms, I. I24 
Tranſubſtantiation nor the Real Preſence were the points which firſt ſeparated 
the Greeks, 1. 245 
Tranſubſtantiation was wot believ'd by ſeveral before the Council of Con- 
ſtance, 1. 2.88 
Treatiſe of the Perpetuirty very proper . for perſons that are curious and lazy, 
'T Lal 45 
Treatiſe of the Perpetuity illuſory in what it promiſess L. ibid. 
Turks favour thoſe who gave them moſt Money, T. 105 
V. 
Irtue, Bread chang'd into the virtue of the Body of Jeſus Chriſt accord. 
ing to the Greeks, T. 233- 
Verſion of the New &/tament of Mons, &c, 1. 145 
Vieq. Fort Tranſlator of Herbert's Voyages; 2 41 
Voyagers do not ſay that the Moſcovites believe Tranſubſtantiation. 
W. | 
WW: ttrembogard. one of the chief of the Arminian party, 1. 39 
Wicked in the ſenſe of the Greeks receive not the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt, 1. | 146 
Word of the Goſpel is truly the Body of Jeſus Chrilt, 2. 78 


Word of the Goſpel more truly the Body of Feſus Chneſt than the Euchariſt, 2 
| 8 


78. 
Words of Feſus Chriſt carry not our minds to the Real Preſence by a primary 
idea, 2. I13 
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ERRAT A. 


FART. L 


7 © 7. read as already mention'd, for 4 I already mention'd, p. 9 1.4.r.the for that, p.r2.1, ult. r. their 
for theſe, p. 34-1.1-r.of for which, p.38.l.1.r perſon for perſons, p.38. |. 45.r manners for manner, p.39. 
L 13-r.Eritich for « Critic, p.45.1.23-r. an for any, p. 571-1. r,ſelf tor'ſelfs, p.90.l. 5.7. than for but, p.95 1.4. 
f.qre no forgit no, p.97-1.1-r-ditho ſchiſmatical for alths the $chiſmatical, p-11..1. 25, r. we ſhall ſet by for 
we ſhall by, 1. 30. I. and® which for gnd that which, p.124. 1.40. I. Latins ſay for Latins ſays, p. 1 5%. 1. ul, 
r,his not inſerting the Greek for Cride be hs net, p-165. 1,1. r. which z for which moſt, 181.1, 25. r. 
rational for national, p.203.l. r. wood for word, p,210 1.1.r.figns for ſign, p.2:3 1. 29. r. purſue for puryſe, 
p-225-1.24.r.+zpreſſon for expreſſions, p.243.1-1. dele Preface, p.153 1.10,r.thoſe that beld, p.355.1,7-r. ws 
not priated, y.274.1.14.r.and:yet taſte, p.27 9.1. 17. r. filexce on the reſt tor ſulence the ret, p, 291+ 1.23. rove- 
came not angry for became angry» P-335 1.35.1. only the Divinity, p- 330+ 1. 22,7. colowrs really for colours are 


realty. 
PART I. 


Page 6. at bottom of the page, r. and for where, p. 27. | 11. r. Romaniſts perſecuted for that priſecuted, 
P-47+1 3 8.r-the union for of the union. | 
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The Printer to the Reader, 


"HE abſence of the Tranſlator, and his inconvenient diſtance from 

' London hath occaſioned ſome leſſer Eſcapes in the Impreſſion of 
this Book; The Printer thinks it the beſt inſtance of Pardonif his Eſcapes 
be not laid on the Tranſlator, and he hopes they are no greater than an or- 
dinary Underſtanding may atfiend, and a little Charity may forgive. 


R. Royſton. 


ADVERTISEMENT. 


Ices of Funeral Ancient and Modern , in uſe thro the known. World. 
Written Originally in French by the Ingenious Monſieur Muret, To 
which is added, 4 Vindication of Chriſtianity againſt Paganiſm: All Tran- 
flared into Engliſh by P. Lorrain. London, Printed for R. Royſton, Book- 
ſeller to his Sacred Majeſty, at the Angel in Amen-Corner, 1 4 3+ 
F 


The Contents of the ſaid Book. 
T HE Funeral Rites of the Egy» Fiery Sepulchres. 


ptians. Water-Burials, 
Grecians. Airy Obſequies. 
Romans. Burials io Ground. 
Perfans. 'T he Funeral Rites of the Ancient 
Turks. Jews. 
Chineſes. Modern Jews. 
Americans. | Schiſmaticks. 
Of ſome Iſlanders. Chriſtians. 
Of the 7artars. A Diſcourſe concerning the Right of 
Living Sepulchres. Burial, and Laws on that behalf. 
THE END. 
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